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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE. 


Te work now offered to the public is translated from the 
fifth and last German edition, which was published in 1848, 
about a year before its lamented author’s death. Although 
some of the questions discussed in it have since that time 
so changed their aspect as to require a different treatment, 
the work as a whole has not been superseded. It is still a 
standard of high authority, and possesses a permanent in- 
terest and value. The translator at one time entertained the 
idea of adding to the notes, and filling out the list of works 
referred to, so as to show the changes and results of critical 
thought and inquiry during the past ten years, and thus, 
so far as possible, while leaving the original unaltered, to 
bring the work into line with the most recent criticism. 
The prospect of being able to do this within any reasonable 
time was, however, rendered too uncertain, by the pressure 
of other engagements, to warrant the attempt. The work is 
therefore presented in the form which De Wette gave it, — 
a monument in the history of New Testament literature. 

The translator has sought to make his work as correct as 
possible. His aim has not been elegance of style, but fidel- 
ity and accuracy in the rendering of the thought. The 
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better to secure this, he subjected his manuscript to the ex- 
amination of Professor Noyes, of the Cambridge Theological 
School, and the proof-sheets to the keen scrutiny of Ezra 
Abbot, Jr., Esq., of Harvard University. To both of these 
gentlemen he begs to express his thanks for the improve- 
ment which the work has received at their hands. 


THE TRANSLATOR. 





AUTHOR’S PREFACE 


TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


In giving at length to the public this long-announced 
Introduction to the New Testament, with the joyful feel- 
ing which attends the completion of a long-delayed task, I 
cannot conceal my fear of disappointing the expectations 
which seem to have been entertained respecting the work. 
The friends of critical inquiry may be dissatisfied because 
the results arrived at are, to a large extent, indefinite ; while 

“they who regard our Holy Scriptures with devout reverence 
only, may be disturbed by the freedom of the investigation. 
I would gladly have arrived at results more definite and 
more in harmony with the views generally received in the 
Church ; but the Truth can alone decide. That is no gen- 
uine love of Truth which is not ready to sacrifice its in- 
ordinate curiosity where certainty is unattainable, as well 
as its pious prejudices. The value of criticism I place 
chiefly in the activity to which it excites the spirit of in- 
quiry; but this spirit of inquiry can never harm a genuine 
Christian piety. 

There are two subjects of investigation in regard to 
which I have especially failed to satisfy myself, —the His- 
tory of the Text, and the Origin of the first three Gospels. 
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My fears respecting these long discouraged me from undet- 
taking the work. In the history of the text I have done 
little besides giving the opinions of others. In the inquiry 
concerning the Gospels, I regret being compelled to offer a 
new hypothesis, or a new modification of an old one. The 
genuineness of two books I have distinctly denied, that of 
several others doubted, or stated the arguments for and 
against ; but in general I cannot be charged with excessive 
scepticism. I desire only that my work may be put to the 
severest test, and give occasion to fresh investigation of 
the truth in this department of study. 


THE AUTHOR. 


BASEL, August 18, 1826. 


PREFACE 


TO THE FIFTH EDITION. 


In the edition of 1842 — the second edition appeared 
in 1830, and the third in 18384 — this work was materially 
altered and enlarged, especially in the sections devoted to 
the Ancient Versions, the Gospels, and the Acts of the 
Apostles. It has undergone, however, a more important 
alteration in this, the fifth edition, in the sections on the 
Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, the Pauline Pastoral 
Epistles, the Catholic Epistles, and the Revelation of John, 
but without essentially changing the conclusions arrived at. 
In the section on the Uncanonical and the Canonical Gos- 
pels, I was obliged to defend my views against the criticism 
of Baur and his school, to scare away the apparitions sum- 
moned back by them of the Gospel of the Hebrews as the 
oldest of all the Gospels, and of the original Luke, and to op- 
pose the hypothesis belonging to their “ tendency” theory of 
criticism, that the third Gospel is merely an arbitrary crea- 
tion out of the materials of the first, as well as to resist the 
destructive attacks directed by the ‘same criticism against 
the fourth Gospel. This necessitated an almost entire re- 
casting of the sections therewith concerned. It will be found 
that I have placed myself decidedly more than heretofore 
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among the defenders of the Gospel of John, although I am 
still far from being so decided as my friend Bleek. His val- 
uable “ Beitrage zur Evangelien-Kritik” — whose dedication 
to me gave me great pleasure — has done me most excellent 
service in this as well as other departments of my labor. I 
thank him for it with the cordiality of a true friend. My ex- 
perience in New Testament criticism is singular. When I 
first entered this field I stood in the foremost rank, and was 
regarded by many as a dangerous assailant. Now I behold 
myself thrust back into the middle rank of conservative crit- 
ics, — who indeed are far in advance of the Apologists who 
would retain the whole,— and yet my views and position 
are in general unchanged. I hope that this new tempest 
will pass over, as did that raised by Strauss. I admire 
the learning, acuteness, and dialectic skill of Dr. Baur, 
but in his investigations I miss freedom from bias, and 
blame the excessive haste with which he always seeks 
positive results, at the sacrifice of thoroughness ; as, for 
instance, in respect of the Gospel of the Hebrews and 
Marcion’s Gospel. I can, notwithstanding, learn from 
him, and wish that others likewise would do so, and 
oppose him with candor and calmness. To oppose his 
“tendency” theory by a style of criticism of the same char- 
acter, is not serving the truth. Nothing is gained by magis- 
terial decisions and bold assertions, arbitrary explanations 
and forced combinations; nor does a writer’s assertion be- 
come true and valid, because another writer pronounces it 
excellent, “truly an acquisition.” J cannot avoid declaring 
myself openly against the efforts of our young Apolo- 
gists, and I take the liberty of warning especially Mr. H. 
W. J. Thiersch to use his gifts and acquirements more 
modestly, and not to make too light of things. What 
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expectations were excited by his “ Versuch zur Herstellung 
des historischen Standpunktes fiir die Kritik der neutesta- 
mentlichen Schriften,” and what has he therein achieved ? 
Can a scientific man hope to solve the problem of the ori- 
gin of the Gospels by a mass of verbiage like that in pp. 70 
-—230? Mr. Thiersch has not even touched the real knots! 
Does he imagine that his dictum can establish the genuine- 
ness of the Second Epistle of Peter, and reverse the relation 
between it and the Epistle of Jude? Iinvite Mr. Thiersch to 
dismount from his high horse and enter with us on the work 
of a modest and thorough investigation. But that will not 
do; he is Evangelical, and we belong in a measure to the 
race of Antichrists. Mr. Thiersch and his associates hold 
a belief in the present contents of the canon such as neither 
the ancient Fathers nor the Reformers held, —a_ belief 
wholly unworthy an Evangelical Christian, and which would 
be ridiculous were it not in the highest degree pitiable. 
This delusion, and not the truth, is furthered by their criti- 
cism. Into harmony with this everything must be brought, 
whether it bend or break in the process. The critic, it is 
true, should not be without a theory or a belief; but his 
belief must be genuine belief, that is, belief in the histori- 
cal truth of the Christian revelation, not in the views and 
the dicta of men. Such a belief will not enslave him nor 
blind him to the truth, nor prevent his freely using the rules 
of grammar, the art of interpretation and criticism. Of 
critical works in this sense there are not many in our 
day, and therefore I joyfully greet Dr. Schwanbeck and his 
“ Versuch iiber die Quellen der Apostelgeschichte,” a work 
based on firm historical grounds. The mistake which, in 
my judgment, he has frequently committed, of being too 
hasty in reaching positive results, it is to be hoped he will 
b 
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try to avoid in his Second Part. — In the sections devoted 
to the Pauline Pastoral Epistles and the Catholic Epistles, 
the influence of my labors on my Exegetical Handbook, 
and the results of the same, are manifest. The investiga- 
tion respecting James the brother of the Lord has also, I 
think, been improved by revision. — As regards the Apoca- 
lypse, I would gladly have used the new edition of Liicke’s 
“ Kinleitung”; notwithstanding, I flatter myself that I have 
made some not unimportant improvements. — If sometimes 
I have forgotten works or essays by new writers in this de- 
partment of theology, I ask pardon in advance. Attention 
and memory, alas! often fail me. 


THE AUTHOR. 


BasEL, November, 1847. 
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DIVISION I. 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO THE CANONICAL BOOKS OF THE NEW 
TESTAMENT. 


‘SECTION I. 


OF THE ORIGINAL LANGUAGE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


Why was the New Testament written in Greek ? 


§ 1. 


Tne Greek language was at that time extended over the 
whole civilized world. It prevailed even in several cities 
of Palestine,» and was to the Jews of Egypt, and of all 
other foreign lands, the language of the Bible and of 
literature. As soon, therefore, as Christianity passed the 
bounds of Palestine, it was necessarily propagated in this 
language, although at the outset it was preached first to the 
Jews (Acts xi. 19, xiii. 46). At an early period, however, 
there were found among the Christians native Greeks or 
Greek Jews, who preached the Gospel to the Greeks (Acts 
x1. 20). At Antioch, the point whence proceeded the mis- 
sions to the Greeks and the Greek Jews (Acts xi. 20, ff, 
xiii. 1, ff.), the Greek language and culture prevailed. Bar- 
nabas and Paul, who led these missions, were Greek Jews ; 
and the latter was probably the father of the New Testa- 
ment literature (cf. § 60). Ancient tradition claims for but 
one of the New Testament: books a non-Greek original 
(§ 97). The supposition of other such originals is inad- 
missible.® 


* Joseph. Antt. XVII. 11. 4: Td{a yap nat Tddapa nat “Iermos ‘EAnvides 
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eloi modes. B.J. III. 9.1: Katodpecav, peyiorny rijs re lovdaias modu Kai 
TO mA€ov UP “ENAnvov émocxoupernv. II. 14.4: nal of Katoapéwy “EAAnves 
viknoavres Tapa Nepou rijs médews apxyew. Cf. Hug, Einl. II. § 10. 
Credner, Beitr. z. Einl. ins N. T. 1. 374, ff. Greek Synagogues in Jeru- 
salem, Acts vi. 9. 

> Theory of Latin originals in Harduin, Comm. in N. T. Hag. 1741. 
fol., Prolegg. to the different books. Theory of Aramaic originals of 
several N. T. writings; ofa Coptic original of Mark (§ 99). 


Impureness of the New Testament Language. 
§ 2. 


The Greek of the New Testament writers is not pure, 
but Judaistic. This arose from their Palestinian origin and 
education, from their imitating the example and yielding to 
the influence of the earlier Jewish-Greek Bible translators 
and writers, and from the nature of the spiritual matter 
which they had to present, which, being foreign to the 
Greeks, was in part borrowed from Judaism and in part 
new. ‘The impureness, however, refers to the use of lan- 
guage rather than to the construction of sentences, and is 
greater in some writers than in others. The Greek, more- 
over, which they thus transformed, belonged to the so-called 
Common Dialect, especially to the popular language, and, 
in respect of certain peculiarities, to the Macedonio-Alex- 
andrian popular language. 

Hence we may discriminate in the language of the New 
Testament three elements: 1. the Greek; 2. the Jewish; 
3. the Christian.* 

* Olear. De stilo N. T. p. 380: In N. T. reperitur insuper sacrae quae- 


dam dictionis forma, materiae evangelicae accommodata. Liicke, Hermeneut. 
d. N. T. p. 90, ff. 


§ 3a. 


The superstitious reverence for the Bible prevailing among 
Protestants opposed an obstacle to the unbiassed recogni- 
tion of this mixed character of the New Testament language. 
Hence arose the controversy between the so-called Purists 
and the Hebraists.* 





PURISTS AND HEBRAISTS. § 3D. 3 


* Purists: Seb. Pfochen. Diatribe de linguae Gr. N. T. puritate, ubi quam 
plurimis qui vulgo finguntur Hebraismis larva detrahitur, et profanos quoque 
auctores ita essé locutos ad oculum demonstratur. Amst. 1629; ed. 2, 
1633. 12mo. Jac. Gross. Trias propositionum theolog. stilum N.T. a 
barbaris criminationibus vindicantium. Jen. 1640 (against Junge). Id. 
Observatt. pro Triade proposition. apolog. (against Wudfer). Id. Tertia de- 
fens. Triados. Hamb. 1641 (against J. Musaeus). Jd. Quarta def. Triados. 
Hamb. 1642 (against J. Mus. Vindic.). Balth. Stolberg, Tract. de soloecismis 
et barbarismis Graecae N. T. dictioni falso tributis. Viteb. 1685; ed. 3, 
1688. 4to. Chr. Sig. Georg. Vindiciae N. T. ab Hebraismis. Fref. 
1732. 4to. Jd. Hierocriticus N. T. s. de stilo N.T. Viteb. 1733. Conr. 
Schwarz, Commentar. crit. et phil. linguae Gr. N.T. Lips. 1736. 4to. 
El. Palairet, Observatt. phil. crit. in N. T. Lug. Bat. 1752. 8vo. 

Hebraists or Hellenists: Joach. Junge, Sententt. doctiss. quorundam viro- 
rum de Hellenistis et Hellenistica dialecto. Jen. 16389. Dan. Wulfer, In- 
nocentia Hellenistarum vindicata, 1640. Joh. Musaeus, Disqu. de stilo 
N.T. 1641. Jd. Vindiciae Disquisitionis de stilo N.T. 1642. Dan. Heins. 
Exercitat. de lingua Hellenistica et Hellenistis. L. B. 1648. 8vo. Thom. 
Gataker, De stilo N. T. adv. Pfochen. diss. Lond. 1648. 4to, in his Opp. 
crit. Traj. ad. Rh. 1698. fol. Jo. Vorst. De Hebraismis N. T. comment. 
Amst. 1665. 4to. Accessere Horat. Vitringae Animadv. ad Comment. 
de Hebr. N. T. curante J. Fr. Fischero. Lips. 1778. Jo. Olear. De stilo 
N. T. liber phil. theol. (Lips. 1668) auctus a Joh. Conr. Schwarz. Accedit 
J. H. Boecleri De lingua N. T. orig. dissert. Cob. 1721. 8vo. Sam, 
Werenfels, Diss. de stilo scriptorum N. T. Bat. 1698, in his Opusc. I. 311. 
Jo. Leusden, Libellus de dialectis N. T., singulatim de ejus Hebraismis, 
denuo editus a J. Fr. Fischer. Lips. 1792. 8vo. 

A middle ground is taken by J. H. Michaél. Diss, de textu N. T. Gr. 
Hal. 1707. Ant. Blackwall, Auctores sac. classici defensi et illustr. s. 
critica N. T.c. observatt. et hermeneut. N. T. dogmatica Christ. Wollii. 
Lips. 1736. 4to. Theod. Beza, De dono linguae et apostol. sermone ad 
Act. x. 46, and Henr. Stephanus, Praef. ad ed. N. T. 1576, had already 
formed a pretty unbiassed and moderate judgment. 

Several of the above-mentioned controversial works and others (e. g. 
Mos. Solanus, De stilo N. T. cont. Seb. Pfochen.) may be found in Jac. 
Rhenferdu Syntagm. dissertt. phil. theol. de stilo N. T. Leov. 1702. 4to, 
and Van der Honert, Syntagm. diss. de stilo N. T. Gr. Amst. 1703. 4to. 
— Cf. Mort Acroas. acad. sup. hermeneut. N. T. ed. Eichstdde. I, 216, 
sqq. Planck, Hinleit. in d. theol. Wissensch. II. 43, ff. Winer, Gramm. 
d. neutest. Sprach-idioms, § 1. 


§ 30. 


Although the latter have triumphed, the remarks of the 
former are not all to be rejected. A too hasty assumption 
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of Hebraisms was, to quite a late period, one of the vices 
of exegesis. Later biblical scholars and philologists, as 
C. F. A. Fritzsche, Winer, and H. A. W. Meyer, have 
gained themselves honor by their exact application of Greek 
philology to the language of the New Testament. Even 
here, however, there is danger of overdoing. 


§ 4. 


The language of the New Testament and the Septuagint 
has been considered a dialect, and termed Hellenistic, from 
the Greek Jews, who were termed Hellenists.* But it is 
not a dialect, in the common sense of the word. Even the 
term Hellenistic seems inappropriate, although ‘EAAquicr7s, 
Acts vi. 1, ix. 29, denotes a Greek Jew.” 

The term Alexandrian dialect is improper, both for the 
New Testament language and that of the Septuagint, be- 
cause it indicates the peculiar character of the Alexandrian 
Greek alone. ‘The most correct term is the Jewish-Greek 
language, and, in regard to the New Testament, the New 
Testament language. 


* First by Jos. Just. Scaliiger, in his Animadverss. in Euseb. p. 134. 
Then Drus. Annot. ad Act. vi. 6. Dan. Heins. Aristarch. sac. I. '795; II. 
898, ed. L. B. 1639. fol. Exercitat. de lingua Hellen. et Hellenistis. 
L. B. 1643. 8vo. Apolog. adv. Crojum. 1646. 12mo. Lightfoot, Ad- 
dend. ad Hor. Hebr. in 1 Cor. xiv. c. 1. Opp. II. 929. On the other side, 
Claud. Salmas. De lingua Hellenist. s. commentar. controversiam de lingua 
Hellen. decidens. L. B. 1643. 8vo. Funus linguae Hellen. s. confutatio 
Exercitationis de Hellenistica. Ib. eod. an. Ossilegium linguae Hellen. s. 
append. ad confut. Exercit. de Hellenistica. Ib. eod. an. For other trea- 
tises, see E:chstddt’s ed. of Morus, 1. 238. Fabric. Bibl. Gr. IV. 893, ed. 
Harl. 

» Salmasius’s opinion (cf. Carpzov. Crit. sac. V. T. p. 507. Eichst. ad 
Mor. ‘1. 227), that the word in the passage referred to denotes a Greek 
proselyte, is without foundation ; at least the circumstance that Nicolas 
(Acts vi. 5), a proselyte of Antioch, was one of those deacons who were 
probably selected from the Hellenists, proves nothing. That Paul (2 Cor. 
xi. 22, Phil. ii. 5) calls himself a Hebrew, and not_a Hellenist, proves as 
little. In Acts xi. 20 we should read “EAAnvas instead of ‘EAAnmords. 
See Griesbach on the passage. 
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Inquiry into the New Testament Language. 


- § 5. 

To the right understanding of any historical phenomenon 
@ proper apprehension of its origin and development is 
indispensable. Hence the New Testament philologist must 
not only reduce the New Testament language to its ele- 
ments, but also from these reproduce it, as it were, in a 
living form. Thus he will avoid the danger of treating it 
as a spiritless and lifeless compound, — a mode of handling 
which affects not only the language, but also, and too 
sensibly, the ideas closely connected with it. To solve this 
problem successfully, he must, at the outset, gain a clear 
apprehension of its two component elements, namely, Hel- 
lenism and Judaism. (See Liicke, Hermeneut. p. 92.) 


§ 6a. 


For the proper treatment of the Greek element, a knowl- 
edge of the Greek language in its pure, classical develop- 
ment among the Attics, and of its change into the so-called 
Suadextos xowwn, is necessary. This change, occasioned by 
the Macedonian conquest, was produced by the infusion of 
elements which in part were borrowed from other dialects, 
in part followed the general usage pretty closely, but differed 
from the especial peculiarity of the Attic, and in part came 
into use in the course of time.» For comparing the New 
Testament language with both kinds of pure Greek we 
have valuable preparatory works, although they need sift- 
ing.» 

* For a knowledge of the difference between the earlier and the later 
Greek, see Phrynichi Eclogae nominum et verb. atticor. c. nott. Nunnesii, 
Hoeschelii, Scaligeri et de Pauw, ed. expl. C. A. Lobeck. Lips. 1820. 8vo. 

» Georg. Raphelii Annotatt. philol. in N. T. ex Xenoph. collectae. 
Hamb. 1709. 8vo; ed. 2, acc. praef. Joa. Fechi#t, qua disseritur de stilo 
N. T. ejusdemque cum profanis scriptoribus conferendi studio. 1720. 8vo. 
Id. Annotatt. philol. in N. T. ex Polybio et Arriano collectae. Hamb. 
1715. 8vo. Jd. Commentatt. in s. ser. hist. in Vet., philol. in N. T., ex 
Herodoto coll. Luneb. 1731. 8vo. Casp. Frid. Munthe, Obss. philol. in 
ss. N. T. libros ex Diodoro Sic. collectae. Hafn. et Lips. 1755. 8vo. 
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Joa. Bapt. Ottti Spicil. s. excerpta ex FJ. Josepho ad N. T. illustr. cura 
Sigeb. Havercamp. L. B. 1741. 8vo. Joa. Tob. Krebs, Obss. in N. T. ex 
Fl. Josepho. Lips. 1755. 8vo. Chr. Fr. Lésner, Obss. ad N. T. e Phi- 
lone Alex. Lips. 1777. 8vo. Ad. Fr. Kihnit Spicil. Lésneri obss. in 
N. T. © Philone. Lips. 1785. 8vo. Lamb. Bos, Exercitt. philol. ed. 2. 
auct. Franequ. 1713. 8vo. Jd. Obss. misc. ad loca quaedam N. T. Ib. 
1707. 8vo. Jac. Elsner, Obss.ss. in N. T. libros. Traj. ad Rh. 1720-28. 
2 tom. 8vo. Jo. Alberti, Obss. philol. in ss. N. T. libros. L. B. 1725. 
8vo. El. Palairet, Obss. (see § 3). Jd. Spec. exercitt. philol. critt. in ss. 
N. T. libros. Lond. 1755. 8vo. Ge. Dav. Kypke, Obss. ss. in N. T. 
libros. Vratisl. (Breslau), 1755. 2 tom. 8vo. 


§ 6b. 


The New Testament philologist has next to trace the 
distinctive peculiarities of the later popular language which 
appears in the New Testament, and into whose composition 
the various dialects entered, although the Macedonian pre- 
dominated.* 


* Olear. De stilo N. T. p. 282, sqq. Fr. Guil. Sturz, De dialecto Mace- 
don. et Alexandrina. Lips. 1808. 8vo. Cf. Heidelb. Jahrbb. 1810. St. 
6. p. 266, ff. H. Planck, De vera natura atque indole orationis Gr. N. T. 
Gott. 1810. 4to. Winer, Neutest. Gramm. § 2. ichhorn, Einl. ins 
N.T. IV. § 10, ff. (which contains many errors). 

Examples of the later Greek. Those indicated by * are found in no 
Greek author, but belong perhaps to the language of the people. Words: 
*dyriturpov, éxrpopa, mdavrore, Kaos for xabd, *d:amoveioOa, indignari, 
*éxuuxrnpicev, *opOpicew, *deryparifew, orpnvayv, dexarovy, *é£ovdevovr (Att. 
é£ovbevetv), oxoprifew, *éyxpareveoOa. Word-formations: perotecia, ye- 
véow, avramddopa, *Barricpa, aobéynpa, karadvpa (Att. cardAvors), and other 
words in pa; dporpiay, xabnpepivds, mpwivds, e€amrwa. Meanings of words: 
dvaotpopn, daily walk in life; yévvnpa, fruit of field and orchard; émcripia, 
punishment ; dauov, pay; evoxnpov, of quality; oxoAn, school; dyvami- 
mrew, avaxriverOa, *opicev, xopratew, to feed (spoken of men) ; cupPi- 
Batew, to infer, to teach. Word-forms: ’Apéra for -ov, carava, &c.; vot 
for vp ; Td mAovTos for 6mA.; dvo, indeclinable in the genitive. Want of 
the dual: contractions, as "Apreuas from ’Aprepidwpos, Anpas from Anpérpios 
or Anpapxos, &c. Exchange of the terminations of the 2d aorist for those of 
the Ist aorist; as, eidav, etpay (LXX.), FAGare, freca, dvetpay, mapeAOara 
(Codd. N. T.) 5 @yvoxay for -aor; é80dAovcay for é8oXiovy ; xavyacas for 
xavxa 3 Sap for doin; fueOa for juev. Rarity of the optative: construction of 
iva with the pres. ; weakening of iva in such forms as 6éA iva ; prepositions 
with adverbs. Jor other examples, see Klausen, Hermen. d. N. T. p. 339, 
ff. Win. §3. Hichh. Einl. IV. § 13. 
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Supposed Cilicisms of the Ap. Paul. Hieron. ad Algasiam, Quaest. 10: 
Multa sunt verba, quibus juxta morem urbis et provinciae suae familiarius 
Apostolus utitur. KE quibus ex. gr. pauca ponenda sunt. Mihi autem 
parum est judicart ab humano die, h. e. amd avOpwrivns jpépas (1 Cor. iv. 3) ; 
et, humanum dico, h. e. dvOpdmivov Néyo (Rom. vi. 19): et, od xarevapxnoa 
bpas, h. e. non gravavi vos (2 Cor. xii. 13): et quod nunc dicitur, pydels 
bpas xaraBpaBevera, i. e. nullus brabium accipiat adversum vos (Col. ii. 18). 
Quibus et aliis multis verbis usque hodie utuntur Cilices. Cf. Stolberg de 
Cilicismis a Paulo usurpatis, in his Exercitt. ling. Gr. 

Latinisms, which were peculiar to the Greek of thattime. Olear. p. 368, 
sqq. Jo. Erh. Kapp, De N. T. Latinismis merito ac falso suspectis. Lips. 
1726. 4to. Georg. Hierocrit. P. II. Examples: adopted Latin words: 
kevrupiwy, kodkwvia, Kovarwdia, xodpayrns, Kivoos, Aeyedy, pitov, paxéAXAtoy, 
covdapiov, &c.; Latin phrases: 1d ixavdy AapBadvew, lxavdv roijoat, ovp- 
BovALoy AaBeiv, Sodvar épyaciay, xe pe mapnTnpevoy. 


§ 7. 


For the proper treatment of the Jewish element of the 
New Testament language, an intimate acquaintance with 
the old Hebrew tongue, and with the books of the Old 
Testament, is needful, as well as a careful comparison of 
the Alexandrian version with it; for the Hebrew has ex- 
erted, not only a direct influence on the New Testament 
language, but also an indirect, through this version. An 
acquaintance with the apocryphal books of the Old Testa- 
ment is also useful2 As, moreover, at the time of Christ 
an Aramaic dialect was the language of the country parts 
of Palestine, its influence on the New Testament language 
must also be traced. For this, a comparison of the Syriac 
version, and of the Talmudic and Rabbinical writings, is 
useful. Preparations for this investigation have been made 
with more industry than judgment.» 


* Geo. Joa. Henke, De usu librorum apocryph. V.T.in N.T. Hal. 1711. 
Kuinoel, Obss. ad N. 'T. ex libris apocryphis. Lips. 1794. 8vo. Beckhaus, 
Bemerk. ti. d. Gebrauch d. Apocryphen d. A. T. zur Erlaut. d. neutest. 
Schreibart. 1808. 

Examples of Hebrew words: duny, caray, caravas, xopBay, Baros, cixepa, 
&c. Hebraisms: Greek words with Hebrew meanings: alay, Sixacoovyn, 
elon, avabepa, rowdy, xpiots, cap£, Wuxn, pypa, thing ; dd€a, brilliancy, 
&c., ddBos, poBeicGa of religious reverence, wipdn, daughter-in-law, 
Edrov, Sidney, eEoporoyetoOa, to praise, éxBdddNew, send out, wepiareiy, 
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behave; Hebrew word-formations, phrases, and conneetions: paxpoOupia, 
mpéoaroyv AapBavew, mporwrodnrrety, Td mpdcworoy ornpifey, (rreiv Yruyny, 
ideiy roy Odvarov, EpyerOas érrigw, wopeverbar év, duaprdvew évamoy, éxde- 
yerbat év, eivas els, viol ris Bacidelas, vioi dreOeias, epirns ris ddixlas, oxedos 
éxhoyijs, Ta popara ris (ws ravrys, ebhoynpévy é» yuri, dia dyiov, 
apooebero réurpat, ras — ov, &c. 

> Vorst, Olearius, Leusden (§ 3). J. Drus. Annot. in N. T. s. praeteri- 
torum libri X. Franequ. 1612. 4to. Pars alt. 1616. 4to. Jo. Laghtfoot, 
Horae Hebr. et talm. Opp. T. Il. Christ. Schéttgen, Hor. Hebr. et talm. 
Dresd. 1733-42. 4to. Boysen, Erlaut. d. Grundtextes d. N. T. aus d. 
Syr. Uebers. Quedlinb. 1761. 8vo. Wetstein’s notes, in his ed. of the 
N.T. Hartmann, Linguist. Ein]. ia d. Studium d. A. T. p. 382, ff. Cf. 
Winer, above, § 3.— Boltens, Eichhorn, and others, retranslation into 
Aramaic. 

Examples of Aramaic words: @88a, pappevas, paxa. Aramaisms: ddqu- 
évat ra etdjpara RAW PIV, yeveoOar Oavdrov NN OYY, spodoyeiv ey 
rivl, pia caBBarov. 


§ 8. 


Rightly to treat of the usage of the New Testament 
language, one should be able to plant himself in the very 
spirit of primitive Christianity in general, and of each New 
Testament writer in particular, and thus, as it were, to ob- 
serve the very process by which new expressions and new 
conceptions were formed from the existing materials. Here, 
too, the comparison of the apocryphal writings of the New 
Testament, and of the ecclesiastical writers, in which the 
New Testament language was still further developed, ren- 
ders good service. 


* Car. Imm. Nitzsch, De apocryph. Evang. in explicandis canonicis usu 
et abusu. Vit. 1808. J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Observatt. z. Erkl. d. N. T. 
aus d. Protoev. Jacob., in his Biblioth. f. Krit. u. Exeg. I. B. 1. St. S- 
gism. Basch. De interpret. N. T..ex Patribus apost. 1726. Frommann, 
Interprett. N. T. ex Hippolyto collectae. 1765. Jd. Interprett. ex Ire- 
naeo. 1766. Id. Obss. ad interpr. N. T. ex Clemente. Rom. 1768. 

Examples of N. T. idioms: d:catooww, Stxasotcba, srioris, dvober yev- 
vacba, cvveyeipev, exxAnoia, ExAexros, Katvorns mvevparos, yAdooas Aaheiv. 


§ 9. 


The Greek Church having for some time preserved, be- 
sides its ecclesiastical language, a generally correct under- 
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standing of the New Testament, the explanations of the 
old interpreters, scholiasts, and glossarists may profitably 
be used.® 


* Origen. Commentar. in Matth. Joann. ep. Rom., in Opp. ed. de la Rue. 
Par. 1733-59. 4 vol. fol. —In ss. scripturas commentaria quaecumque 
Graece reperiri potuerunt, ed. Huet. Rothom. 1668. 2 vol. fol. Chrysos- 
tom. Homill. in Evangel. Act. Apost. et Epp. Paul., in Opp. cur. Savilii. 
Par. 1613. 8 vol. fol.; Francof. 1698. 12 Vol. fol. ; ed. Bern. de Mont- 
Saucon. Par. 1718-38. 13 vol. fol. — Comment. in N. T. Gr. et Lat. 
Heidelb. 1591-1603. 4 vol. fol.—In omnes Pauli Epp. interpretat. Gr. 
ex ed. Bern. Donati. Veron. 1529. 4 tom. fol.— Homil. variae Gr. ed. 
Hoeschel. Aug. Vind. 1694. 8vo.— Homil. VII Gr. et Lat. Tub. 1701. 
1709. 1755. 8vo.— Homil. IV ex omnibus ejus opp. selectae Gr. et Lat. 
ed. Chr. Fr. Matthaei. Misn. 1792. 2 vol. 8vo. Theodoret. Commentar. 
in XIV Epp. Paul., in Opp. ed. Jac. Sirmond. Par. 1642. fol. ; cur. J. 
DL. Schulzit et J. A. Nésselts. Hal. 1769-74. 5 tom. 8vo. Theophylact. 
Comment. in Evang. Act. Ap. Epp. Paul. et cath., in Opp. stud. Bonif. 
Finetti et Anton. Bongiovanni. Venet. 1754-63. 4 vol. fol. Euthym. 
Zigaben. Comment. in IV Evang, Gr. et Lat. ed. Chr. Fr. Matthaei. Lips. 
1792. 3 vol. 8vo. Expositiones antiqu. ex divers. Patrum Commentt. ab 
Oecumen. et Aretha collectae. Veron. 1532. fol. Oecumen. Comment. 
in Act. App. Paul. Epp. et Epp. cath. Gr. et Lat. interp. Joa. Hentenio, 
emend. Morello. Par. 16380. 2 vol. fol. Symbolarum in Matthaeum T. I. 
exhibens catenam Graec. PP. XXI, ed. Petr. Possinus. Tolos 1646. fol. ; 
T. II. quo continetur catena PP. Graec. XXX, collect. Niceta, interpr. 
Balth. Corderio. Tol. 1647. fol. Catena Graec. PP. in Ev. seo. Marcum, 
coll. atque interpr. P. Possino, Rom. 1673. fol. Catena LXV Gr. PP. 
in Lucam, ed. Balth. Corderius. Antw. 1678. fol. Catena PP. Gr. in 
Joann. ed. Corder. Antw. 1630. fol. Cf. J. A. Noesselt, De catenis PP. 
Graec. in N. T. Hal. 1762. 4to. Suidae Lexicon notis perpetuis illustr. 
a Lud. Kiistero. Cantabr. 1705. 3 vol. fol. Hesych. Lexicon cum notis 
dd. vv. suas animadvers. adj. Jo. Alberti. L. B. 1746-66. 2 vol. fol. 
Nic. Schow, Hesych. lex. e cod. Ms. bibl. D. Marci restitutum—s. sup- 
plem. ad ed. Hesych. Albertin. Lips. 1792. Phavorini Lexicon. Basil. 
1538. Ven. 1712. fol. Glossae ss. Hesychii Graece excerpsit, emendavit et 
not. illustr. J. Chr. Gottl. Ernesti. Lips. 1781. 8vo. Suidae et Phavorini 
Glossae ss. Gr. cum spicileg. gloss. ss. Hesychii et Etymologici Magni 
congessit, emend. et not. illustr. J. C. G. Ernesti. Lips. 1786. 8vo. Cf. 
Ernesti, Prolus. de glossariorum Graec. vera indole et recto usu. Lips. 
1741. 4to (also prefixed to Vol. I. of Alberti’s ed. of Hesych.). 
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SECTION ILI. 


THE ANCIENT VERSIONS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


Their Classification and Literature. 


§ 10. 


Trese must, like the versions of the Old Testament, be 
classified according to their immediate or mediate character, 
and to their age. We shall first adduce the Eastern, and 
then the Western. 


Rich. Simon, Hist. crit. des Versions du N. T. a Rotterd. 1690. 4to. 
Translated into German by Cramer, with remarks by Semler. Hall. 1777 - 
80. 2 vol. ,8vo. Le Long, Bibl. sacr. ed. Masch. P. II. Vol. I. IU. 
Walton, Prolegg. X. sqq. Fabrictt Bibl. Gr. T. 1V. p. 856, sqq. Rosen- 
miller, Handb. f. d. Litt. d. bibl. Krit. u. Exeg. B. III. Michaéhs, Einl. 
I. 361, ff. Hénlein, Ein). Il. 139, ff. Schmidt, Einl. I. 98, ff. 167, ff. 
Hug, Einl. I. § 61, ff. Bertholdt, 1. § 191, ff. p. 632, ff. Eichhorn, Einl. 
IV. V. Cap. 3. 


I. Syriac Versions. —1. Peshito. 


§ lla. 


The ancient version in general use in the churches of 
Syria, called the Peshito (comp. Pt. I. § 64) contains in all 
its manuscripts, with a single exception (the Bodleian), and 
in the older printed editions of the New Testament, only 
the four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, the thirteen 
Pauline Epistles, together with the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
1 Peter, 1 John, and the Epistle of James.* The omission 
of the remaining books, viz. 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, the 
Epistle of Jude, and the Apocalypse, is a remarkable cir- 
cumstance in the history of the canon.” 
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* Editions: 1. Liber S. s. Evang. de Jesu Christo, Domino et Deo nostro, 
efc. Vien. Aust. 1555. 2 vol. 4to, by Moses of Merdin, Albr. Widmanstadt, 
and Wilh. Postellus. See the history and description in Rosenmiller, IIl. 
91, ff. Hug, $69. Hirt, Or. Bibl. Il. 260, ff. 1V. 317, ff. V. 25, ff Le 
Long, Bibl. PP. I]. —2. A copy of this edition in Hebrew characters, 
altered, in part arbitrarily, in part from a MS. : ‘H xatv) dtabnen. Testam. 
nov. NNIN Nps Est autem interpretatio Syr. N. T. Hebr. typis de- 
scripta, plerisque etiam locisemendata. Eadem Lat. sermone reddita, autore 
Imm. Tremellio, cujus etiam grammatica Chald. et Syr. adjecta est. Ex- 
cud. Henr. Stephan. a. 1569. fol. A useless copy of it in El. Hutter’s Op. 
duodecim linguar. 1599. Cf. Bruns, in Eichh. Rep. XV. 159. —3. A copy, 
also altered from a MS., in Vol. V. of the Antwerp Polygl. printed by 
Plantin, 1572, fol., in both Syriac and Hebrew characters, ed. by Guido 
Fabr. Boderianus (Guy le Fevre de la Boderie). Cf. Herb. Marsh, 1. 142. 
Separate impressions, also with Hebrew letters: N. Dom. nostri J.C. Test. 
Syriace. Antw. ex off. Plantin. 1575. 16mo. Appended, are Variae lectt. 
e Cod. Ms. Colon. nuper a Franc. Rapheleng. collectae. Reprinted at 
Sulzb. by Joh. Holst. 1684. RNIN NPN, xa) dcabyxn. Nov. J.C. D. 
N. Test. Par. op. Jo. Benenat. 1583. 4to. (Edited by de la Boderie). Also 
in the Paris Polyglot, Vols. [X., X. (1645), the Antwerp copy is repeated ; 
and from it in Vol. V. of the London Polyg]. (1655), with the addition of 
John viii. 1-11, from the Philoxenian version, of the Antilegomena acc. to 
Pococke, and of the Apocalypse acc. to de Dieu; from this again in the 
Polygl. of Reineccius. Leipz. 1713. fol. —4. Nov. Dom. n. J. Chr. Test. 
Syr., cum vers. Lat. ex diversis editt. dil. recensitum. Access. in fine 
notatt. var. lect. ex V impressis editt. dil. coll. a Mart. Trostio. Cothen. 
Anhalt. 1621. 4to.— 5. Nov. D. N. J. Chr. Test. Syr., c. punctis voca- 
libus et vers. Lat. Matthaei—accurante Aegid. Guébirio. Hamb. 1664. 
8vo, according to the foregoing editions and a manuscript, with the addition 
of John viii. 1-11 and 1 John v. 7, and of the missing books. (2d edition 
in 1694, with the date not changed, but containing many errors of the press. 
See the distinctive marks in Rosenmiiller, p. 116.) Also a Syriac Lexicon, 
published apart, Hamb. 1667. 8vo, and Notae crit. in N. T. Syr., con- 
taining various readings. Hamb. 1667. 8vo.—6. Nov. D: N. J. Christ. 
Test. Syr. c. vers. Lat. cur. Joa. Leusden et Car. Schaaf ed. ad omnes 
editt. dil. recensitum et var. lectt. adornatum. L. B. 1708. 4to. The 
mode of pointing differs in different parts of the work. Improved edition, 
1717. Also Lex. Syr. concord. elab. a C. Schaaf. L. B. 1709. — 7. 
Syrio-Arabic edition of the Congregation for Propagating the Faith. Rom. 
1703. fol. —8. That of the English Bible Soc. Lond. 1816. 4to, from 
manuscripts. 

In regard to the manuscripts of the Peshito, of which the oldest are 
written in Estranghelo, while the Nestorian are suspected of containing 
occasional alterations (e.g. 1 Cor. v. 8, fermento puritatis instead of 
azymis puritatis), see J. G. Christ. Adler, N. T. verss. Syr., simplex, Philox. 
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et Hierosol., denuo examinatae et ad fidem Codd. MSS. Biblioth. Vatic., 
Angel. Asseman., Medic., Regiae al. novis obss. atque tabb. aeri incisis 
illustratae. Hafn. 1789. 4to. pp. 1-41. 

> Cosmas Indicopleustes de Mund. 1. VII. ( Galland. Bibl. Patr. XI. 535) : 
mapa Supos O¢ ei pi) al rpeis pdvar at mpoyeypappévat ov evpioKovrar: Aéywo 
8 “laxdBov, Hérpov, cat *lwdvvov. Dionys. Barsalili (fl. 1166-1171) says 
in the preface to his Commentary on 2 Peter: This Epistle was not trans- 
lated into the Syriac in ancient times with the (Holy) Scriptures, and is, 
therefore, found only in the translation of Thomas of Harkel. Hug (§ 65) 
supposes that the Apocalypse (cf. Eichhorn, Ein]. II. 433) and the missing 
Catholic Epistles were not omitted until after the fourth century, because 
Ephrem Syrus knows and quotes these books; and indeed, as he was not 
acquainted with the Greek, must have read them in a Syrian translation. 
But this omission is quite inconceivable. Cf. Bertholdt, p.635. Guertke, 
Beitr. z. histor.-krit. Ein]. ins N. T. p. 2, ff. Michaélis’s (I. 363, ff.) 
doubts whether the version of the Epistle to the Hebrews belongs to the 
Peshito are set at rest by Hug, § 66. 


§ 110. 


The above-mentioned Bodleian manuscript* gives the 
missing Catholic Epistles in a more modern and more 
literal version, but far inferior to the Peshito. We may 
assume, on the ground of a comparison which has been in- 
stituted, that this version contains the original text of the 
Philoxenian version before its revision by Thomas of Har- | 
kel (§ 18). That of the Apocalypse (in a Leyden and a 
Florentine manuscript) is shown, both by its literal charac- 
ter and by an extant account, to be a part of the same, after 
its revision by Thomas.® 


* It contains the Acts and the three Catholic Epistles according to the 
Peshito, and also the four above mentioned: 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and 
Jude. 

b Hichhorn, IV. § 61,62. The subscript of a Florentine MS. of the 
Apoc. says that it is a Codex anno 1582 Romae descriptus ab autographo 
pervetusto, ab ipso, ut perhibetur, Thoma Heracl. exarato anno 622. 
Editions of these additions to the Peshito: Epp. IV. Petri sec., Joh. sec. 
et tert. et Judae una ex Bibl. Bodl. Oxon. MS. exempl. — depromtae et 
charactere Hebr., vers. Lat. notisque quibusdam insignitae op. Edw. Po- 
cocke. L. B. 1630. 4to. Apocal. s. Joh. ex MS. exempl]. Biblioth. Scali- 
geri deprompta, charactere Syr. et Hebr., cum vets. Lat. et notis op. 
Lud. de Dieu. L. B. 1627. 4to; reprinted at the end of Lud. de Dieu, 
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Crit. sacr. Amst. 1683. fol. The translation of these books is found also 
in Vol. X. of the Paris Polyglot, in Vol. V. of the London, and in the 
Gutbirian and Leusden-Schaaf editions. 


§ lle. 


The later origin of the New Testament collection (Pt. I. 
§ 21) does not allow of our ascribing an apostolic origin to 
the Peshito, or of dating its composition earlier than the 
end of the second century.* It is old, in part because the 
so-called Antilegomena were not received into it; in part 
because it was accepted by all the Syrian church parties ; in 
part because the text on which it is based is very old. The 
early Christian literature of the Syrians, beginning with 
Bardesanes (after the middle of the second century), also 
indicates that they early felt and met the want of a Syrian 
translation.» That the Peshito was in church use in 
Edessa in the first half of the fourth century, is attested by 
Ephreme 

* Traditions of the Syrians that Acheus, a disciple of the Apostle Thad- 
deus, was the author. Assemani Bibl. orient. II. 486. Michael. Einl. I. 
388, places it in the first century. Hug, § 67, thought he observed a differ- 
ence in the style of translation, and therefore of authors; against this, see 
Eichhorn, p. 406. 

> Hug, § 68. But in the remark (Eused. H. EB. IV. 22) of Hegesippus : 
éx re rou xad’ “EBpaious evayyeXiou xat rod Supsaxod nal Bias éx ris “EBpa- 
i8os dtaXérrov ria riOyo., — this scholar may be in error in finding a trace 
of the Syriac version, although rd Sup. cannot be the Gospel of the Hebrews 
written in Syriac ( Olshausen, Echth. d. Evangg. p. 41). 

¢ Storr, Obss. super N. T. verss. Syr. Stuttg. 1772. p. 10, sqq. 


§ 11d. 


The Peshito is an immediate, faithful, free, but seldom 
paraphrastic, translation. It even contains many Greek 
words. Also some errors, which can be explained only 
from the original text. 

* Greek words: dvayxn, Matth. xviii. 7, and elsewh.; crotyeia, Gal. iv. 
9, and elsewh.; ripf, dypds, gevos, Matth. xxvii. 6, f., and elsewh. Mis- 
takes : substitution of éraipos for érepos, Luke xiv. 31, 1 Cor. iv. 6, and 
elsewh.; substitution of éxoAAnOnoay for dxodovGovow, Mark vi. 1; of 
troup. for éwoup., Eph. vi. 12 ; — false construction: miralus est et credidit 
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doctrinae Christi, Acts xiii.12. Free translations: omission of synonymes, 
Jas. i. 17, waoa 8do1s dyab) cat nav Smpnya rédevov, omnis donatio bona et 
completa; Matth. xxiv. 24, onpeta peydda xal répara, signa magna ; — 
omission of repetitions, Matth. v. 17, otk 7Abov Karadvoa, neguaquam ut 
destruam ; Matth. iv. 23, xxiv. 38, xxv. 20 ;— omission of adjectives, as 
dAos, Matth xxvi. 56; of pronouns; of the copula eiy{; of an unnecessary 
verb, as poy, Matth. xvii. 27; of conjunctions, as ydp, xai, dre; of adverbs, 
as ért, 76n, tére ; — insertion of the copula eipi, Eph. ii. 7, and elsewh. ; 
of adjectives, as eis, Matth. viii. 2; of pronouns (often, not always, our 
Lord for the Lord), conjunctions, and adverbs ; — change of substantives 
into adjectives, Eph. vi. 12, and the reverse, Eph. iv. 17; of one preposition 
into another, Matth. xxii. 37, and elsewh.; of one conjunction into another ; 
of one case into another ; of the active into the passive, and the reverse ; of 
one tense into another ; — change in the order of the words. Acts xxili. 27, 
31, orpari@rat, Romani; Matth. xvii. 19, éeBadeiv airto, sanare illum; 
Acts li. 42, mpookaprepovvres .... kK. TH Kolvwvia K. TH KAGE TOU prov kK. 
rais mpocevyais, et communicabant in precatione et in fractione eucharistiae, 
ef. Acts xx. 7; Matth. xii. 4, dpros ras mpobecews, panis mensae Domini ; 
1 Cor. xi. 20, ovx €ore xuptaxdy Seimvoy ayeiv, non, sicut justum est in die 
Domini nostri, comeditis et bibites. 


§ lle. 


The text which this version follows is one of the oldest, 
and is closely related to that of Cod. D, Clement of Alexan- 
dria, Ireneeus, and the Itala, though often quite independent.® 
Its use in criticism, if more carefully collated than hereto- 
fore, is important. Through its happy apprehension of the 
sense, it often renders the commentator good service.° 


* Matth. vi. 15, *—-ré maparrépara abrav, with D 1. It. Arm. all. (not 
Pers.) ; ver. 18, —év ro gdavepo, with BDGKLMS 1. all. Syr. p. hier. 
Copt. Arm. all. Pers. ; vii. 29, +-xat of gapicaion, with C It. Syr. p. Arm. 
Pers. all.; viil. 8, Aoym, with BCFKLMS It. Syr. p. Copt. Arm. all. 
(not Pers.) ; ix. 8, épo8nOncay, with BD 1. It. Syr. p. Arm. Pers. Clem. 
R. Or. all.; ix. 15, ynorevew for revOciv, with D It. Sahid. Pers. all. ; 
ix. 35, —ev to dad, with BC*DS 1. It. Syr. p. Pers. all.; xviii. 10, 
—éy ovpavois, with 1. It. Pers..Clem. Or. all. ; xxvii. 35, +-ta wAnpwO7, 
with rec. It. Syr. Pers. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Vig. Chrys. all.; xxviii. 9, 
— as &€ éropevoyro, x.r.dr., with BD It. Pers. Arm. all.; Marc. i. 2, é 
‘Hoaig ro mpopyry, with D 1. It. Arm. Pers. all.; ver. 11, é oot, with 


* — indicates the omission, -++ the addition. 
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BDL It. Aeth. Copt. Arm. Pers. all.; ver. 21, —<atpe: rd mAnpwpa rd 
Kawvoy ard Tov madatov, with D It. Vulg. Pers.; ver, 22, —6é véos, with 
BDL It. Copt. Arm. Vig.; x. 27, mapa dé r@ be Suvaroyv, with D It. 
Clem. all. (not Pers.) ; Acts ii. 30, — 1d xara odpxa, x.r. A., with ACD** 
Arm. Erp. Vig. all. ; ili. 20, mpoxexetpiopévov, with ACDE Syr. p. Arm. 
Erp. all.; 2 Cor. 1. 10, —xat pverat, with AD* It. Vig. MS. all. (not 
Erp.) ; Gal. iii. 1, —rq dAn6., «.r.A., with ABD*FG Erp. Copt. Sah. It. 
Vulg. MS. ; ver. 12, — dv@paros, with ABCDFG Vulg. Arm. Erp. all. 
Differing from D It. ; Matth. iii. 6, ++ morapo, with BCM Or. Pers. all. ; 
Luke xiv. 5, vids for dvos, with ABE all. Pers. all.; Acts ii. 23, —da- 
Bovres, with AC Arm. Erp. ; 2 Cor. xi. 3, odrws, with Vulg. Erp. all. 1. 
rec. against BD*FG It. Clem. Arm. all.; Gal. iii. 1, — éy div, with ABC 
Arm. Erp. Vig. MS. all.; iv. 15, wot for ris, with ABCFG Arm. Vulg. 
Erp. all. Readings supported by few or no uncial Codices: Acts xviii. 9, 
— dv vuxri, with A Erp.; Joh. iv. 12, +-rotro, with 69 all. It. Arm. 
Pers.; ver. 41, +-els avrov, with 12 all. Arm. Pers. al].; Gal. v. 13, 
—+- ipay, with 37 all. Syr. p. Arm. Erp.; Acts xiii. 48, rdy Oedy for rév 
Adyor rov Kupiov, with 68 Syr. p. Erp. Aeth. Readings not supported by 
Codices: Matth. xv. 27, -+-xal (7, with Syr. hier. Pers. ; xv. 32, idSov for 
#6n, with Copt.; Joh. iv. 45, ++ rd onpeta, with Arm. (Persic drops wdyra) ; 
Acts ii. 1, rds qpépas for riy qpepay, with It. Vulg. Arm. Erp. ; iii. 12, 
9 eEovalg for 4} evoeBeig, with Arm. Vulg. reg. tol. Iren. Erp. Readings 
peculiar to it alone: Luke viii. 22, —xal avnyénoay, with Pers.; Rom. vii. 
17, ode for odxers, with Erp.; 1 Thess. iii. 12, —6 xvpios, with Erp. ; 
Hebr. ix. 20, —mpds tyas, alone. An arbitrary alteration of the teat: 
Rom. v. 7, ddixou instead of Stxaiov, with Erp. Additions: Matth. vi. 13, 
the doxology, with Aeth. Arm. Pers. all. ; xx. 22, 4 rd Bdmrricpa, x. 7. X., 
with CFGHKM all. Arm. Slav. Pers. all.; xxviii. 18, cabos dréoradke pe, 
x.t-X., from Joh. xx. 21, with Arm. Pers.; Mark vi. 11, dyijy Aéya, x. 7.A., 
with Pers.; Acts xiv. 10, -- cos Aéyo, xr. A.. with CD 13. all. Erp. Copt. 
Sahid. cant., and the like elsewh. The agreement with the It. Bengel 
(App. crit.) explained by a use of the same on the part of the translator. 
According to Griesb. (Hist. text. Gr. epp. Paulin. § 12, Prolegg. in N. T. 
p. 35, Melet. II. de vet. text. N. T. recenss.), the Peshito has suffered vari- 
ous interpolations and alterations through the use of Greek MSS. Hug, 
§ 67, Eichh. § 58, more correctly find in it an old, unrevised text. 

> The divergences from the Greek text are given by Reusch (Syr. interpr. 
cum fonte N. T. Gr. collat. 1741), but without further critical collation. 
Better principles for its critical use, in view of the translator’s peculiar 
method, are laid down by Winer, De vers. N. T. Syr. usu critico caute 
instituendo. Erl. 1823. Observatt. in ep. Jac. ex. vers. Syr. maximam par- 
tem crit. Erl. 1827. Loehlein, Syrus ep. ad Ephes.‘interpr. Erl. 1835. 
The various readings adduced from the Peshito (also in Rickert, Erkl.d. 
Br. an d. Eph.) are often only variations in translation, e. g. Matth. ix. 18, 
xili. 41, xxii. 40, xxv. 29, Eph. iv. 13. 
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* Mich. Weber, De usu vers. Syr. hermeneutico. Lips. 1778. J. D. 
Michael. Curae in vers. Syr. Act. Apost. Gott. 1775. 4to. 


Offspring of the Peshito. 


e 


§ 12a. 


1. The Arabic version (probably prepared for the Syrians 
who spoke Arabic) of the Acts, the Epistles of Paul, James, 
1 Peter, 1 John, called by the critics Arabs Erpenii® That 
the Peshito is its parent has been most fully proved by 
Michaélis in the Book of Acts, although some sections of 
this book seem drawn from the Coptic version, and variations 
from the Syriac text also occur elsewhere.” The original 
text of the version of the disputed Catholic Epistles, in the 
Arabic New Testament of Erpenius, is uncertain.° 

> N.D. N. J. Chr. Test. Arab. ex Bibl. Leid. ed. Th. Erpenio. Leid. 
1616. 4to. 

b J. D. Mich. Cur. in vers. Syr. Act. App. Besides the examples of 
variation adduced in 4 lle, note a, observe also, Acts ii. 26, 7 yAdaca, 
Pesh. 4 doa, Erp. 9 yA.; 2 Cor. xi. 8, Peshito omits xal torepnécis, 
Erp. has it; 1 Pet. ii. 5, Peshito omits mvevparieds, Erp. has it. Cf. also 
Hug, 1.§ 101. Etchh. V. § 74. 

¢ Kichhorn, V.§'75. Sometimes it agrees with the text of the (spurious) 
Peshito, sometimes not; e. g. 3 John 12, Jude 4, f., 23. Separate edd. of 
Catholic Epistles: Joh. epp. cath. Arab. et Aeth. L. B. 1654. 4to. Ja- 
cobi ep. Arab. et Aeth. Ib. eod. a. Judae ep. Arab. et Aeth. Ib. eod. a. 
Other Arabic versions, see §$ 17, 21. 


§ 128. 


2. The Persian version of the Gospels, in Vol. V. of the 
London Polyglot, shows its descent from the Peshito by 
misunderstandings of the Syriac text, by retaining Syriac 
words, and by peculiar readings of the Peshito." 

« Latin translation by Chr. A. Bode. Helmst. 1751. 4to. in 4 pts. 
Against Mill’s and Bengei’s critical use of this version, see the same 
author’s Pseudo-critica Millio-Bengeliana. Hal. 1767. 2 vol. 

b Kichh. V.§ 90. Cf.§1le, notea. Besides the instances of critical 
variation there adduced, observe: Matth. x. 29, -+-rijs BovAns; Luke viii. 
14, the Pesh. does not give mopevopevo:, the Pers. has it; Matth. i. 22, 
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Pers. -++-‘Hoaiov, with Syr. p. hier. It. Hieron. Cf. C: B. Michael. De var. 
lectt. N. T. § 70, 72, 77. Eichh. V. 413, f. 


2. Philoxenian Version. 


§ 13.4. 


Another Syriac version contains all the books of the 
New Testament, excepting the Apocalypse (unless the ver- 
sion of this book mentioned in § 116 belong to it), and 
differs from the Peshito, on which it is based, by a literal- 
ness so extreme as to be ungrammatical.* Its text is more- 
over furnished with the Hexaplar signs, and the majority of 
the MSS. have critical and other remarks in the margin. 
It bears the name of Philoxenus or Xenaias, the Monophy- 
site Bishop of Hierapolis, in whose time, and at whose re- 
quest, it was prepared by the rural bishop Polycarp, A. D. 
008, either to promote an exacter understanding of the 
Scripture (Bertholdt), or for a Monophysite sectarian pur- 
pose (Hug, Eichhorn). In A. D.616 it underwent a revision 
by Thomas of Harkel (Harclea, usually Heraclea, whence 
it is also called the Harclean version), who collated it, in 
Alexandria, with two (or more) Greek MSS.® It has been 
printed from this revision. 

* It has more Greek words than the Peshito, and even in the Greek cases 
(e.g. Mark i. 28) ; it imitates the Greek article by means of the pronouns 
00101, &c., the Greek etymology (e.g. of evogBera by ttmor pulcher), 
the Greek construction (e.g. John ili. 4, erat ei vestem, Mark xiv. 58, dia 
Tpiay nuepav, per [ga 1°] tres dies, instead of in tribus diebus, Pesh.). 


Even the suffix pronoun, pleonastic in Syriac, is marked by an obelos, 
Mark xiii. 26. 


» Subscription of the Gospels, in Adler’s Verss. Syr. p. 45, sqq. : ‘* Est 
autem hic liber quatuor Evangelistarum s., qui conversus fuit ex lingua 
Graeca in Syram cum accuratione multa et labore magno primum quidem 
in Mabug urbe a. 819 Alexandr. Mac. (Chr. 508) in diebus s. dom. Phi- 
loxeni confessoris, ejus urbi episcopi. (Polycarp is mentioned by Moses 
Ageleus, in Asseman. Bibl. or. II. 83.) Collatus autem fuit postea multa 
cum diligentia a me Thoma paupere cum duobus (al. tribus) exemplaribus 
Graecis in Antonia Alexandriae urbis magnae, in monasterio Antoniano, 
iterumque (OC) scriptus et collatus est in loco dicto a. 927 ejusd. Alex- 
andri, indictione quarta,’’ etc. On account of this serum, Michaélis, Storr, 
and Hug suppose a second revision or collation, but Eichhorn gives the word 
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only a repetitive meaning: namely, ‘ for the second time’ (Exchh. Rep. VII. 
246,f.). Abulfarag. Chron. Syr. ad a. 927, in Asseman. II. 234, makes 
Thomas of Harkel a reviser. G.H. Bernstein, De Charklensi N. T. vers. 
Syr. (Vratisl. 1837) p. 10, regards the version not as a revision of the 
Philoxenian, but as a new one, and indeed, on the ground of a passage in 
Gregor. Bar-Hebr. [i.e. Abulfaragius|] Praef. horrei mysteriorum (in Chres- 
tom. Syr. Kirsch. ed. Bernst. p. 143. Nicol. Wiseman, Hor. Syr. I. 84): 
‘‘ redditum est tertio Alexandriae opera pii Thomae Charkl.”? But in the 
passage before referred to he expresses himself otherwise, and the above 
subscript is decisive. Thomas was contemporary with the author of the 
Hexaplar Syriac Version of the O. T., Paul of Tella (Pt. I. § 49), and 
perhaps imitated him. 

¢ Ss. Evangg. vers. Syr. Philoxeniana, nunc primum ed. cum interpret. 
et annotat. Joseph. White, T. I. II. Oxon. 1778. 4to. Act. Apost. et 
Epp. tam cathol. quam Paul. —T. I. Act. App. et Epp. cath. compl. 
1799. T. II. Epp. Paul. compl. 1803. Respecting its MSS.: H. E. G. 
Paulus, Accuratior MSS., quibus vers. N. T. Philox. continetur, catalogus. 
Helmst. 1788. Adler, Bibl. krit. Reise, p. 105, ff. Jd. Nov. Test. verss. 
Syr. p. 52, ff. 


§ 13d. 


What part of the Philoxenian version, in its present form, 
belongs to Polycarp, and what to Thomas, has become a 
subject of critical speculation. The critical signs and the 
remarks are ascribed by Wetstein and White to Thomas; 
but as a Medicean MS. in Florence, examined by Adler,* 
lacks the subscript in which Thomas is mentioned, and, yet 
contains these signs, these must, as Storr supposed, have 
been already introduced, at least in part, by Polycarp. It 
is, however, disputed whether they refer to the variations of 
the new translation from the Peshito ( Wetst., Storr, Eichh., 
Griesb.), or have come from a MS. of Origen’s already 
supplied with such signs (Hug, Bertholdt).» The marginal 
remarks Storr and Hichhorn ascribe in part to Polycarp, but 
Hug and Bertholdt to Thomas only,° for that Medicean MS. 
has nothing in the margin. 

* Verss. N. T. Syriacae, p. 52, sqq. He considers it as the apographum 
antiquioris Philoxenianae vers. a Thoma Charklensi nondum revisae et 
castigatae. 


» They seem really to refer to the Peshito in the passages: Matt. xvi. 
28,*Pesh. quod sunt quidam qui stant hic; PAzlox. quod sunt quidam =| ex 
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iis 4+ qui hic stant ; — Mark ix. 19, where the huc (which is wanting in the 
Peshito) is distinguished by an asterisk ; — Mark xi. 10, where after David 
follows =|: pax in coelo et gloria in excelsis + , and in the margin stands: 
pax etc. non in omnibus exemplaribus Graecis invenitur, neque in illo Mar 
Xenajae, in nonnullis autem accuratis, ut putamus, invenimus. Other 
instances in Storr, Von der philox. syr. Uebers. d. Evangg. in Eichh. 
Rep. VII. 52, f. In Mark xiv. 65, however, the asterisk is not prefixed to 
words which are wanting in the Peshito. Moreover, according to Adler 
(Bibl. krit. R. p. 106, ff.), where passages are distinguished by asterisks, 
the manuscripts often have marginal notes, stating that the words were not 
found in Greek MSS. 

¢ The above marginal note to Mark xi. 10 seems really to belong to 
Polycarp, who probably used a MS. of Xenaias, whereas Thomas collated 
Alexandrian MSS. 


§ 1386. 


This version is valuable in the criticism of the New Tes- 
tament, and especially on account of the ancient readings 
contained in the marginal notes;* although the confused 
state of its text makes its use in criticism difficult.” , 


* The Codex compared by Thomas has affinity with the Cod. Cantabr. 
and Clarom. The 180 readings of the marginal notes collated by Adler 
(De verss. Syr. pp. 79-133) agree 130 times with BCDL 1. 33. 69, and 
others. The Philoxenian itself follows chiefly the Peshito, but not seldom 
has inferior readings, e.g. Matt. xxiii. 25, -+-rov mivaxos ; xxviii. 1, oaB- 
Bdrov ; ver. 9, adoption of the words as 8 éropevorro, x.r.A.; Mark i. 2, 
ev Trois mpopyras ; V. 12, mdyres of daipoves. 

» The oritical signs have in part disappeared, the readings of the text 
come into the margin, and those of the margin come into the text, &c. 
Storr (ut supra), pp. 23, 41, f., 45. Hichk. p. 489, ff The readings of 
this version Wetstein has already noted, in part, however, incompletely, and 
in part incorrectly ; after him Gloc. Ridley, De Syr. verss. indole et usu 
diss. Philoxenianam cum simplici e duobus pervet. Codd. MSS. ab Amida 
transmissis conferens. Oxon. 1761, (in J. J. Wetst. Libelli ad crit. et in- 
terpr. N. T’. ed. Semler), Storr, Observ. super N. T. verss. Syr. 1772, 
and especially, with the use of White’s edition, in Eichh. Rep. X. 1, ff. (but 
only on the Gospels: comp. also Mich. Or. Bibl. XVI. p. 146, ff.) ; they 
may be found in the editions of Griesbach and others. 


3. Jerusalem- Syriac Version. 


§ 14. 


A Vatican MS. of A. D. 1030, from a convent at Antioch, 
contains an Evangeliarium in a Chaldewo-Syriac dialect, 
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similar to that of the Jerusalem Talmud, and in a peculiar 
character. In its readings it often differs from the Peshito 
and the Philoxenian, and follows Codd. B and D*® 


@ History, description, extracts, and Matt. xxvii. 3-32 as a specimen, in 
Adler, N. T. verss. Syr. }. Ill. p. 137, sqq. Eichhorn, Allg. Bibl. II. 
498, ff. Einl. IV.§65, f. Herb. Marsh, I. 181. It contains the section 
John vii. 53 — viii. 1-11, wanting in the Peshito and the Philoxenian ; it 
adds ovde 6 vids, Matt. xxiv. 36, with BD. It omits xat mvpi, Mat. ii. 11, 
with ES, &c., cat rpocevyerde, x... Matt. v. 44. 


II. Ethiopic Versions. 


§ 15a. 


1. The ancient Ethiopic version of the N. T., which may 
have had the same origin as that of the O. T. (see Pt. I. 
§ 50),* was made immediately from the Greek text, which 
it often follows very literally, and with misunderstandings. 
Its critical character is very variable; yet it. often agrees 
with the Itala and the Peshito.” It has been very incor- 
rectly published.° 


@ For a collection of all the notices and traditions, see Hug, § 97. 

b Schmidt, Ein]. II. 142, f& Hug, §98. Eichhorn, § 78. Misunder- 
standings: Matt. iv. 13, éy épiots ZaBovAdy, in monte Z.; Acts ii. 37, 
kareviynoay th xapdig, aperli sunt quoad animum (xatnvoix6noav) ; Acts 
iii. 20, mpoxexetpiopevov, quem praeunzit (but also Cod. 46 has mpoxeypio~ 
pevov) ; Luke viii. 29, wedas dvAacodpevos, a parvulis (madios) custo- 
ditus; 1 Cor. xii. 28, kal ods pev ero, x.7.d., aurem (avs) posuit eccle- 
siae. The Ethiopic often agrees with the Coptic. Hence Benge! thought 
it a translation of the Coptic. Against this, however, are many examples 
of variation (Chr. B. Michaél. De var. N. T. lectt. § 26). Agreement with 
the Itala against the Peshito: Matt. vi. 4, mpocevyecOe, ovx EvecGe ; xiv. 3, 
kat €Oero omitted; xvi. 3, iwoxpirai omitted ; —~ with Pesh. contrary to It.: 
Matt. xi. 19, épywy instead of réxvwy; xiii. 52, eis ryv BacwWelay or TH 
Baowreia (It. ev rp Bac.) ; Mark i. 10, where the It. has the addition xa) 
pevoy ; John i. 18, eds instead of vids, with both; Matt. ix. 8, époBnOncay ; 
ver. 13, eis perdvoray omitted ; ver. 35, év ro Aap omitted ; John i. 42, 
mpatov; Eph. v. 9, @wros, and often;— but frequent variation from both : 
Matt. xii. 35, rjs kapdias. It is a peculiarity of this version that it often 
combines two different readings: Mark xv. 8, ascendit et clamavit; Luke 
vi. 48; John i. 28, vi. 69, xii. 28. 

¢ Edited by three Ethiopic ecclesiastics, Rome, 1548-49. 2 vol. 4to. 
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‘‘ Acta App. maximam partem Romae translata sunt e lingua Lat. et Gr. 
in Aethiopicam propter defectum protographi.’’ S. Joh. epp. cath. III, 
Arab. et Aeth. cur. J. G. Misseli et Theod. Petraei. L. B. 1654. 4to. S. 
Judae ep. cath. Arab. et Aeth. L. B. 1654 (by the same editors). S. Jac. 
ep. cath. Arab. et Aeth. cur. Petrae. L. B. 1654. 4to. The copy in the 
London Polygl. is almost useless. Latin translation by Chr. A. Bode, 
1752-55. 2 vol. 4to. N. T. ex vers. Aeth. interpr. cum Graeco ipsius 
fonte contulit Chr. A. Bode. Brunsv. 1753. 4to. 


§ 150. 


2. Of the version in the later Amharic dialect only a frag- 
ment of Luke is known 


a J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Beitr. z. Kenntniss der Amhar. Uebers. in his Bibl. 
f. Kr. Ex. u. KG. I. 307, ff. 


III. Leyptian Versions. 


§ 164. 


The New Testament, like the Greek Old Testament (Pt. 
I. § 51), was translated into native Egyptian (Coptic), after 
the Greek language had been supplanted by the Coptic 
and become unknown even to the majority of the clergy. 
The existence of Egyptian versions of the Bible in the fourth 
century has been proved with tolerable certainty." Perhaps, 
however, their origin dates in the second half of the third 
century.> 


* Even in the fourth century all the monks in the Tabennic convent and on 
the shore of the Red Sea spoke Egyptian only (Renaudo?t, Liturg. Orient. 
collect. I. 205). Bishops who knew not Greek attended the Councils of 
Ephesus and Chalcedon. Hence, the Scriptures must soon have been read 
in divine service, not only in Greek, but also in Coptic. That this was the 
custom is shown, partly by a passage from an old Coptic glossary in Re- 
naudot, p. 207, and partly by the very old fragment of John published by 
Georgi (see following $, note a). The Egyptian monastic regulations, 
especially of Pachomius, require the reading of Scripture, psalm-prayers, 
&c., which could scarcely take place except in the native language. 
Minter, Ueb. d. kopt. Ueberss, des N. T., in Eichh. Allg. Bibl. IV. 26, ff. 

> Hug, Einl. § 90, ff Allg. Encykl. II. 37. 
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§ 165. 


1. The version in the Upper Egyptian or Sahidic dialect, 
probably the older, of which only fragments and readings 
are known,* agrees in its readings oftener with Cod. D, but 
also with the other most ancient Codd. and the Peshito, and 
is a valuable document. 


a J. A. Mingarelli, Aegypt. Codd. reliquiae Venet. in Bibl. Nan. asser- 
vatae (Matth. xviii. 21—xxi. 15, John ix. 17— xv. 1), Fasc. I. Bon. 
1785. Cf. Michaél. N. or. Bibl. IV. 64, ff. Fr. Minter, Comm. de indole 
vers. N. T. Sahid. Acc. fragmm. Epp. Paul. ad Tim. ex membr. Sahid. 
Hafn. 1789. Georgii Fragm. Evang. S. Joh. Graeco-Copto-Theb. saec. 
IV. (John vi. 21 —59, vi. 68 — viii. 23). Rom. 1789. 4to. Cf. Eichhorn, 
A. Bibl. ITI. 253, ff. Woide’s Examples of the agreement of the Sahid. 

_vers. with the Cod. Cantabr., in Michaél. Or. Bibl. IIT. 202, ff Varr. 
lectt. Epp. Joh. et Jud. e vers. Aegypt. utriusque dialecti collectae, 
ibid. X. 199, sqq. Appendix ad edit. N. T. ex eod. MS. Alex. a C. 
G. Woide descripti, in qua continetur fragm. N. T. dialecti superioris 
Aegypti, ete. Oxon. 1799. fol. Zoéga, Catal. codd. Copt. MSS. Musei 
Borg. p. 218, sqq. 

> Griesbach, Prolegg. p. xxi. ed. Schulz. Schmidt, II. 147, ff. Hug, 
§ 95. Eichh. V. § 69. Examples: Acts i. 2, + xnpiocew rd evayy. 
before obs éfeAe£., D. ods eer. ++. exéAevcev np. tr. evayy.; ver. 5, 
+-as ris mevrexooris; V. 4, motjoas rd movnpoy for rd mpaypa Tovro, 
D Sahid. alone; ver. 35, rovs dpxovras x. t. cuvedpious, D Sahid. alone, 
cf. Woide, Or. Bibl. IIT. 202, ff. Luke ix. 10, eis xadpny Aeyoperny BnO- 
oaidd, D Sah. alone; Acts ii. 41, —dapevws ACD Copt. Sah. Aeth. Vulg. 
Clem. alone, and frequently. Differing from D: John x. 26, —xaOos elroy 
tpiy with BKLM* 24* all. Copt. Vulg. It. all.; 1 Cor. x. 28, fepo8uroy with 
ABClem. all. Agreeing with Pesh.: Matt. ix. 8, 15, xxiii. 8, — 6 Xptords; 
1 Cor. ix. 16, 9 éxxAnoia with Vulg. Aeth. Tert. all. 


§ 16c. 


2. The Lower Egyptian or Memphitic version, which has 
been published entire* often agrees with the Sahidic, but 
follows also its own course. Its readings, on the whole, 
follow the oldest text (that of Codd. ABCDL, Syr. It.). 

aN. T. Aegyptium, vulgo Copticum, ex MSS. Bodlej. descr., cum 
Vatic. et Parisiensibus cont. et in Lat. serm. conv. Dav. Wilkins. Oxon. 
1716. 4to. More correct, N.T. Copticeed. M. G. Schwarize. P.I. Vol. I. 
II. Quatuor Evangg. in dial. lingu. Copt. Memphit. perscripta ad Codd. 
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MSS. Copt. in reg. Bibl. Berol. adservat. nec non libri a Wilkinsio emissi 
fidem. Lips. 1846 —47. Ato. 

b According to Minter, in Eichh. Allg. Bibl. IV. 403, the text of this 
version is Alexandrian in Acts and the Epp., but in the Gospels more 
Western. ichhorn holds that the comparison in 1 John by Woide, 
Or. Bibl. X. 199, ff., also shows the former. But as the Cod. Clarom. 
is here silent, it cannot be brought into the comparison. On the other 
hand, I have found that, when the Coptic agrees with ABC, others 
(such as the Syr. Vulg.) usually follow it, and that it frequently differs 
from the former; e.g. 1 John i. 3-5, ii. 6, 8, 21, ili. 2, 13, 14, 17, 
(+- rovrov) 18, iv. 3 (-+ év capx. éd.). In the Ep. to the Romans it often 
agrees with Codd. AC, especially in omitting xvi. 24; but sometimes also 
with DEFG, e.g. vii. 23, x. 5, 8, xiv. 16, xv. 10, 24, xvi. 26. In 
the Gospels it follows none of the characteristic readings of Cod. D, as 
Hug, § 23, ff., gives them, and in Mark i. ii. it coincides eleven times with 
the Alexand. Codd. (cf. also the omission, Mark xi. 26), and, on the other 
hand, not with D in the characteristic readings, il. 19, 22, 23, 24, 27 
(compare, however, the addition in Luke vi. 20, with Cod. 1. all. Arm. It.). 
According to Hug, § 93, the Coptic version follows in the Gospels the 
Codd. BCL, in Acts and the Epp. ABC, or (according to his system) the 
revised text of Hesychius, which is manifestly incorrect. More correctly, 
Eichh. § 95. According to our observation, it very frequently agrees with 
the Codd. ABCDEFG, though it not seldom varies from them, and adheres 
to the common text, e.g. Rom. ii. 8, 17, vi. 11, viii. 26, x. 15, xiii. 9, 
xv. 8, xvi. 14. 


—-§ 16d. 


3. Remains of an Egyptian version in the Basmuric 
dialect are extant* It is disputed to what province this 
belongs. Perhaps it is only a variety of the Sahidic, from 
which the version seems to have come.® 

* Fragments in Georgi, Praef. ad fragm. Joann. Graeco-Copto-Theb. 
§ 12. Minter, De vers. N. T. Sahid. § 12,13. Zoéga, Catal. p. 145, 
sqq. W. F. Engelbreth, Fragm. Basmurico-Copt. V. et N. T. Hafn. 
1811. 4to. 

b Hug, $96. Tychsen, in Michaélis’s N. or. Bibl. VIII. 211, ff. 


Copto-Arabic Verstons. 


§ 17. 


Translations of the Bible from the Coptic into the Arabic 
became a necessity in Egypt, as, in consequence of advan- 
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cing Mohammedanism, the Coptic language became super- 
seded by the Arabic. The Arabic of the Apocalypse in 
Erpenius’s Arabic N. T* is a translation of this sort. OF 
an Arabico-Coptic version of the Pauline Epistles, the letter 
to Philemon has been published.” 


* According to J. H. Michaél. De var. lectionibus N. T. caute colligen- 
dis, § 29. Comp. J. D. Michael. Curae in Act. App. p. 53. It often varies, 
however, from the Coptic, as J. D. Michaél., H. Marsh. I. 201, Eichh. V. 68, 
show. 

» By Hug, § 103. [He gives, however, only the first eleven verses. ] 


LV. Armenian Version. 


§ 18. 


The Armenian version of the N. T. has the same origin 
as that of the O. T. (cf. Pt. I. § 52). It was made from the 
original Greek text; for Joh. Ekelensis and Joseph Palnensis, 
who assisted Miesrob in the work, had (A. D. 481) brought 
with them a Greek Bible from Ephesus, and gone thence to 
Alexandria to perfect their knowledge of Greek.* According 
to Gregory Bar-Hebreeus, this version has been interpolat- 
ed from the Peshito (I. § 52, note c), and indeed its text 
has great affinity with the Syriac, though this may have its 
ground in the MS. or MSS. which they used. As little 
does its relationship to the Itala justify the assumption of 
interpolation from the Vulgate, from which 1 John v. 7 has, 
without doubt, been smuggled in.° 

® Moses Chorenens. Hist. Arm. III.61. Cf. Rich. Simon, Hist. crit. des 
Vers. d. N. T. Chap. 17. 

> Examples of agreement with the Peshito, see § lle, note a. With 
D, It.; Matt. xv. 32, qyepas rpeis, nal, x. 7-A.; XViil. 33, od« Eder ody, K.T-d- 
with Vulg. Sahid.; xix. 10, rod dvdpos with Ambr.; Mark ii. 9, tnaye 
els roy olxdy cou; ver. 26, payer, x. Edwxe .... ovat, obs ovx ELeort, x.7-A. ; 
iv. 39, r@ dvépp x. TH Oaddooy x. elme; V. 33, 8¢ & sremonner AdOpa. 
Frequently this agreement is supported by other testimony, as B, Orig., e. g. 
John iv. 30, 46, Gal. iv. 21,25. Hug, § 87, ascribes a mixed character to 
the Armenian text. Lichh., § 81, calls it an approximation to the unrevised 
text. Bredenkamp,in Mich. Or. B. VII. 139, ff, Alter in Paul. Mem. VIU. 
186, ff., have given collations. 

Edition in the whole Armenian Bible (I. § 52) ; latest critical ed., Venice, 
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1805. 4to; the N. T. separately, Amsterd. 1668. Svo, 1698. 12mo; 
from which is printed: Quataor prima capp. Evang. Matth. una cum Orat. 
Domin. cap. vi. 9-13, ex vers. Armen. interpr. Amst. 1698. edita, ex 
Armen. ling. in Lat. transtulit, etc. C. A. Bode. Hal. 1756. 4to. (The 
Armen. with Latin letters.) N.T. Armen. ed. a Joh. Zohrab, Doctore 
Arm. Venet. 1789. 8vo. 1816. 


V. Georgian Version. 


§ 19. 


The Georgian version of the N. T. is immediate (I. § 53), 
but, like that of the O. T., interpolated from the Slavic. 


Various readings have been collected from it by Alter, Ueber georgia- 
nische Literatur. Wien. 1798. 8vo. p. 26, ff. 


VI. Persic Version of the Gospels. 


§ 20. 


The edition of a Persic version of the Gospels,* begun by 
Wheelock and finished by Pierson, gives a mixed text, the 
MS. of the above-mentioned Syro-Persic (§ 125) having 
been more or less used.® As an authority in criticism it is 
worth little. It appears in the critical apparatus as Pers. W. 

* Quatuor Evangg. D. N. J. Chr. vers. Persica, Syriacam, et Arab. 
suavissime redolens, ad verba et mentem Graeci textus fideliter et venuste 
concinnata Codd. tribus MSS. .... collatis per Abr. Whelocum, etc. sub 
auspiciis et imp. .... D. Thom. Adams. Lond. 1657. fol. So Rosenm., 
III. 156, gives the title. According to others, the work has two titles with 
different dates [viz. 1652 and 1657]. 

® Piers. Praef.: ‘‘ Cum Evangg. Persicis edendis Whelocus .... operam 
navasset, tres sibi MSS. impetraverat, Oxon., Cantabr., et alterum Po- 
cockianum, quorum uno descripto, ceteris collatis, fusiorem in omnes com- 
mentarium destinaverat.’? There is, however, but one Pocock manuscript 
of the Pers. version. Cf. Marsh. Anmerk. u. Zus. I. 210. Ejichh. V. 
§ 91. 


VII. Immediate Arabic Versions. 


§ 21a. 


1. An Arabic version of the Gospels is extant in several 
editions from two MSS. (a Roman and a Leyden) with 
4 
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Variations. It was prepared immediately from the Greek,» 
but has suffered interpolation from the Syriac and the 
Coptic.© On account of its use by the Syrians and the Copts, 
we must assign to it a tolerably ancient origin.? 


a1. Evang. s. Dom. n. J. Chr. conscriptum a quatuor Evangelistis 
ss. i.e. Matth., Marc., Luc., et Joh. Rom. in typogr. Medic. 1591. fol. ; 
2d ed. Arab. Lat., with new title, 1619 and 1774. 2. In the Arab. New 
Testament of Erpen. Leyd. 1616. 3. In the Paris Polygl., from the 2d 
Roman ed., with some alterations by Sionitta (cf. Hug,§ 106). 4. In the 
London Polygl., from the Parisian. Lately, 5. In the Syro-Arabic N. T. 
Rome, Press of the Propaganda, 1703 (§ 11a, note a). The variations 
are, in part, of small consequence, and consist of orthographical differ- 
ences, substitution of synonymous words, change in the position of words, 
and the like, but in part also in readings; e. g. Matt. ix. 30, Erp. et dixtt 
tis, Rom. et Polygl. dicens ; x. 18, Erp. vobis, Rom. et Polygl. illis; vi. 
16, Rom. thesaurus tuus, ibt cor tuum; Erp. Polygl. thesauri vestri, ibt 
erunt corda vestra ;— and also in readings which lean towards the Syriac 
and Coptic text; e.g. Matt. ix. 10, Erp. Copt. + Sipevos; i. 22, Syr. 
Polygl. —Aéyovros. Against the assertion of a difference of text in the 
four editions, which Walton and Bode made in different ways, Storr (De 
Evangg. Arab. Tub. 1775. 4to) has shown that the editions are essentially 
alike. In No. 5, Hug, I. 438, found likewise the text of the Erpenian. 

b Etymological translations, e. g. Luke iii. 1, nal rerpapyxowvros, x. Tr. X- 
dum Herodes esset princeps super quartam partem Galilaeae; xv. 25, ray 
moXtT@y, eX magnatibus (from sodvs); Luke xxii. 6, é£wpoddynce, gratias 
egit, is peculiar; Matt. xxv. 21, ev dovA€ dyabé cat more, émt oAlya iv mords, 
bene est, serve bone, fidelus inventus es in pauco, is mistaken. Cf. Mill. 
Prolegg. § 1269, sq. Hug, I. 443, f. 

© Occasioned by the use among the Copts and Syrians of bilingual codices, 
and of such manuscripts as the Vienna Cod. of the Arabic Gospels, No. 
43, which has marginal and interlinear notes containing various readings 
from the Peshito, the Coptic, and the Greek text. Cf. Storr, 1. c. § 20, sq. 

4 Hug, § 104, ff. Cf. Eichh. V. § 78. 


§ 210. 


2. The likewise immediate translation of the Acts, the 
Pauline and Catholic Epistles, and the Apocalypse, in the 
Paris and London Polyglots, is by another author, who 
was probably a native of Cyrene. It follows the Constanti- 
nopolitan text.* 


* Proofs of its immediate character: Acts xii. 13, ‘Pééy, rosa; xix. 9, 
Tupayvov tds, cujusdam ex magnatibus ; xxviii. 11, éy wAol@ wapaxeyet- 
pa 4) ag @ wapaKex 
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paxérs dy tH vow, AdeLavdpivy, mapaojpm Acooxovpos, in navi Alexandrina 
quae hiemaverat illa in insula, (pertinente) ad hominem quendam Alexan- 
drinum Dioscoridem nuncupatum ; 2 Cor. vi. 14, 1) yiverbe érepofuyotvres 
drioros, ne sint Ubrae vestrae ((vyds, scales) propendentes ad infideles ; 
Jud. 12, obrof elow ev rais dydras byav omaAdédes, hi sunt qui amicas suas 
impudicas accumbere faciunt secum in conviviis. The difference between it 
and the transl. of the Gospels appears from the different rendering of fre- 
quently occurring words, e. g. d&dBoros, Gospels Ua, diabolus, Epp. 
SL:sUJ} fraudulentus. The translator indicates his country in Acts ii. 9, 
ra pdpn ths AiBins r. xara Kupyyny, partibus Africae, quae est patria nostra. 
Critical examples: Acts ii. 7, Ady. mpds dAAnAovs, against AC* Copt. 
Aeth. ; ver. 23, ¢3. Aa8., against AC Syr. Arm. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ; 
ver. 30, rd xard odpxa, x.r.Xd., against ACD** Syr. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ; 
1 Cor. vii. 3, riy ded. eSvoray, against ABCDEFG Copt. Aeth. Arm. It. 
etc. ; ver. 5, rij moreia x. rpocevyy, against ABCDEFG. More in Hug, 
§§ 109-111. 


VIII. Gothic Version. 


§ 224. 


Of a Gothic version only the Gospels were found at first, 
in the Codex Argenteus, at Upsala,* from which they have 
been printed.» Fragments of the Epistle to the Romans 
were afterwards found in a Codex rescriptus in the Wolf- 
enbiittel library.°. Important fragments of the Pauline 
Epistles (but not of the Epistle to the Hebrews), and two 


fragments of Matthew, have recently been discovered at 
Milan.? 


* The history of this renowned manuscript see in Zahn, Histor. krit. 
Einl. in Ulfilas Bibeltibers. p. 39, ff. Von Ihre, Diss. 1 de cod. argent, 
§ 14, 15. Italy is probably the land of its birth. Zahn, Einl. p. 50. 
Hug, § 136. 

b Quatuor D. N. Jes. Chr. Evangg. verss. perantiquae duae, Goth. sc. 
et Anglo-Sax., quarum illam ex cod. argent. nunc primum deprompsit 
Franc. Junius, hance ex codd. MSS. coll. emendatius recudi curavit Thom. 
Mareschallus, cujus etiam observatt. in utramque vers. subnectuntur. 
Accessit et glossar. Goth., cui praemittitur alphabet. Goth., Runicum, 
etc. op. ejusd. Fr. Junti. Dord. 1665. 4to; ed. 2, Amst. 1684.—D. N. 
Jes. Christi SS. Evangg. ab Ulfila, Gothorum in Moesia episcopo, circa 
ann. an. Chr. CCCLX. ex Graeco Gothice translata, nunc cum parallelis 
verss. Sueo-Goth., Norr. s. Island. et Vulg. Lat. edita. Acc. Franc. Junii 
glossar. Goth., lingua Sueo-Goth. moderna et antiqua locupl. et illustrat., 
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Variations.» It was prepared immediately from the Greek, 
but has suffered interpolation from the Syriac and the 
Coptic. On account of its use by the Syrians and the Copts, 
we must assign to it a tolerably ancient origin.* 


a1. Evang. 8. Dom. n. J. Chr. conscriptum a quatuor Evangelistis 
ss. i.e. Matth., Marc., Luc., et Joh. Rom. in typogr. Medic. 1591. fol. ; 
2d ed. Arab. Lat., with new title, 1619 and 1774. 2. In the Arab. New 
Testament of Erpen. Leyd. 1616. 3. In the Paris Polygl., from the 2d 
Roman ed., with some alterations by Sionita (cf. Hug, § 106). 4. In the 
London Polygl., from the Parisian. Lately, 5. In the Syro-Arabic N. T. 
Rome, Press of the Propaganda, 1703 (§ 11a, note a). The variations 
are, in part, of small consequence, and consist of orthographical differ- 
ences, substitution of synonymous words, change in the position of words, 
and the like, but in part also in readings; e. g. Matt. ix. 30, Erp. et dixit 
tis, Rom. et Polygl. dicens ; x. 18, Erp. vobis, Rom. et Polygl. iis; vi. 
16, Rom. thesaurus tuus, ibt cor tuum; Erp. Polygl. thesauri vesiri, ibt 
erunt corda vestra ; —and also in readings which lean towards the Syriac 
and Coptic text; e. g. Matt. ix. 10, Erp. Copt. +-Sivevos; i. 22, Syr. 
Polygl. —Aéyovros. Against the assertion of a difference of text in the 
four editions, which Walton and Bode made in different ways, Storr (De 
Evangg. Arab. Tub. 1775. 4to) has shown that the editions are essentially 
alike. In No. 5, Hug, I. 438, found likewise the text of the Erpenian. 

b Etymological translations, e. g. Luke iii. 1, cal rerpapxouvros, x. Tr. d- 
dum Herodes esset princeps super quartam partem Galilaeae ; xv. 25, réy 
moAtT@y, eX magnatibus (from moAvs); Luke xxii. 6, é£wpoddynoe, gratias 
egit, is peculiar; Matt. xxv. 21, ev d00A€ dyabé xat morte, én dXlya fv mords, 
bene est, serve bone, fidelus inventus es in pauco, is mistaken. Cf. Mill. 
Prolegg. § 1269, sq. Hug, I. 443, f. 

¢ Occasioned by the use among the Copts and Syrians of bilingual codices, 
and of such manuscripts as the Vienna Cod. of the Arabic Gospels, No. 
43, which has marginal and interlinear notes containing various readings 
from the Peshito, the Coptic, and the Greek text. Cf. Storr, 1. c. § 20, sq. 

4 Hug, § 104, ff. Cf. Eichh. V. § 73. 


§ 210. 


2. The likewise immediate translation of the Acts, th« 
Pauline and Catholic Epistles, and the Apocalypse, in : 
Paris and London Polyglots, is by another :.uthor, ° 
was probably a native of Cyrene. It follows t 
nopolitan text.* 


2 Proofs of its immediate character: Acts xii. 
Tupayvov tiwds, cujusdam ex magnatibus ; xxviii 
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« Thes. epistol. Lacroz. I. 49. II. 281. Wetst. Prolegg. in N.T. See 
Michael. Hinl. 498. 

> Thre, Ulfil. illustr. p. 259, sqq. Zahn, p. 25, ff. Hug, $134, f. Mi- 
chaélis, p. 500, ff. 

° Socrat. H. E. IV. 27. al. 33. Sozomen, H. E. VI. 37. Jornand. De 
rebus Goth. c. 51.— Ueb.d. Leben u.d. Lehre des Ulfila. Bruchstiicke eines 
ungedruckten Werkes aus d. Ende d. 4. Jahrh., herausgeb. von G. Waitz, 
1840. Hickes (Institutt. gramm. Anglo-Sax. et Moeso-Goth.) doubted its 
origin by Ulfilas: 1. because the translation agrees with Latin MSS. (see 
note f') ; 2. because no traces of Ulfilas’s Arianism appear in it: one such, 
however, does appear in Phil. ii. 6, laa 6e@, galeiko gutha, similiter Deo. 
Gabl.-Loeb, Proll. p.xv. However, the extant translation of the Epistles 
seems to be later, p. xxi. 

¢ Simeon Metaphrast. in Act. Sanct. Sept. V. 41. ed. Antv.: Odpduros 
riv lepay nay ypadiy .... amd ris EAddos els THY yorOxny yAdooay 
peraBaddy. Proofs of its immediate character: the approximation of the 
Gothic language to the Greek in the use of attraction, of participial con- 
struction, and the like; the closeness with which it follows it in the order of 
words ; imitation of the Greek etymology, e. g. dAoxavrepara, allbrunstim, 
axnvornyia, hlethrastakeins (tent-pitching), é¢yxaina, inniujitha (innovatio) ; 
many errors, 6. g. substitution of pimres for pnowes, Mark ix. 8; 1 Thes. v. 
14, of avéy. for avréx. 

* Acc. to Hug, § 140, Eichh. § 87, its text is the Lucian or Constanti- 
nopolitan (?). It often agrees with the oldest codd. and the other versions, 
e.g. Matt. vi. 18, viii. 8, ix. 13, 35 (cf. § lle, note a); xi. 2, &d, with 
BCDPZ Syr. utr. Arm.; Mark i. 2, 11, ii. 1, 17, 18, 20, John vi. 22, 39; 
Rom. vii. 6, dro@avdvres; x. 1, xiii. 9; Gal. ii. 14, r&s; iv. 17, dpas; iv. 
26, —mdvrov; 1 Thess. iii. 2, v.3, —yap. It wants the pericope John 
viii. 1, ff. Observe too, Luke vi. 20, -+-r@ mvevpar:, with Arr. Syr. hieros. 
Arm. It often follows the common text in opposition to the oldest 
authorities, e.g. Matt. xxvii. 4, Mark i. 5, «. éBamr. mdvres ; 16 (error in 
Grsb. Sch.), 34, ii. 9, cai; John vi. 40, 58, 69, Rom. vii. 18, 25, viii. 38, 
(even against Exus. Damasc.) xi. 22, xii. 11, 1 Cor. vii. 5, Gal. iii. 1. 
(against Chrys. Theodoret. Theoph. Oec.) iv. 6, 15, 1 Thess. ii. 15, iv. 13, 
and has its additions, but with other versions, Matt. vi. 14, Mark vi. 11. 
Sometimes it has the common reading only in part: Mark xi. 10, év dydp. 
without xupiov ; Rom. viii. 1, px) «. odpe. mepir. without ddAda x. mveipa ; 
or unites two readings, as Matt. vii. 8. A middle position is taken by the 
readings Matt. v. 47, g@idous, with EKLMS, many cursive MSS. Arm. 
Syr. p. Slav. Theoph.; Mark i. 5, ¢omopevoyro with EFHLS It. Theoph. 

f Latinizing readings: Matt. x. 29, +-rijs BovAjs, with Copt. Ar. Pers. 
It. Tert. all.; Mark xiv. 65, cum voluntate s. libenter, with Brix. Corb. ; 
Luke i. 3, -+ et spiritui s., with Ver. Germ.; ix. 43, +-et dixit ei Petr. 
etc., with Corb. Colb. Brix. ; ver. 50, +- nemo est, etc., with Ver. Verc. 
Colb. Red.; Mark vii. 3, crebro; Luke ix. 20, tu es Christus fil. Dei; 
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2 Cor. v. 10, {&a instead of did. Wetstein (Proll. p. 306, ed. Seml.) erro- 
neously assumes that the translator used Latin codices; Griesbach also 
(Zahn, p. 34) that the codices used by him were related to those on which 
the Latin version was based. Zahn, Hug, Eichh., Gabi-Loeb., rightly 
assume that the translation was altered in Italy after Latin versions. Col- 
lation with such produced the marginal note Justuns (voluptates) on Eph. ii. 
3, to the word viljans (voluntates). The words annastodeith (incipit) and 
ustauh (explicit), which stand at the beginning and the end, betray Latin 
influence. The Euthalian subscripts are also later additions. Gabi.-Loeb. 
Proll. p. xxiii. 


IX. Slavic Version. 


§ 23, 


The Slavic Bible translators, Cyrillus and Methodius 
(I. § 54), in translating the N. T. used Greek MSS., proba- 
bly of Constantinopolitan origin. Hence many critics con- 
sider the text also Constantinopolitan.* | Whether this ver- 
sion was subsequently altered after the Latin is a disputed 
question.» 


* So Hug, § 143, after Alter’s collation, in his edition of N. T. I. 1122, ff. 
According to Dobrowsky (Michaél. N. or. Bibl. VII. 158, ff.), on the other 
hand, it follows chiefly Codd. D and L. ichhorn, V. § 87, calls it Lucian 
or Constantinopolitan, but much mixed with Hesychian. Its relation to the 
oldest and to the common text as compared with the Gothic is characteristic 
(§ 224, note ec). With the last it follows the first in Matt. viii. 8, Mark i. 
11, John vi. 22, 39, 69, Gal. ii. 14, iv. 17, without and contrary to it in 
Mark i. 34, ii. 9, John v. 40, 58; without and contrary to the last it follows 
the second in Matt. vi. 18, ix, 13, 35, xi. 2, Mark i. 2, 5, i. 1, 17, 18, 20, 
Rom. x. 1 (in opposition to Chrysos.), xiii. 9 (against Thdrt. Thphlet.) ; 
with it in the remainder of the passages quoted in § 22 5, notee. The bias 
of this translation towards the later text thus preponderates, as indeed its 
later origin (ninth century) would lead us to expect. 

b Hug (2d ed. I. 492, 3d ed. I. 523) modifies his earlier charge (Ist ed. 
I. 436), yet rather out of respect for Dobrowsky— who, in his Slavanca 
(Pt. 2. Prag. 1815), defended the Slavic version—than from conviction. 
Eichhorn, § 89, explains the Latinizing of the Slavic text from the character 
of the Asiatico-Byzantine text, on which it is based, which is interspersed 
with Alexandrine-Oriental readings. 

For editions of the whole Slavic Bible, see IJ. § 54. The N. T., Mosk. 
1663. fol.; Actsand Epp. ib. 1653. fol.; the Gospels, 1512, in Wallachia, 
and 1575, at Wilna. 


LATIN VERSIONS. — THE ITALA. § 24. 31 


X. Latin Versions. 


1. The Ancient Version before Jerome (the Itala). 


§ 24. 


The remarks made in Part I. § 48, respecting the Old 
Testament, apply to the origin and character of the old 
Latin version of the New Testament, excepting that the 
latter is extant in a more complete and multiform shape,* 
and comes directly from the Greek original.> Its rendering 
is not only word for word, but often literal even to solecism.° 
In its characteristic readings it follows the oldest docu- 
ments, especially Codd. Cantab. and Clarom. (D), and is re- 
markable for various excrescences and corruptions.* 


® Matt. v. 16: Luceat lumen vestrum coram hominibus, ut videant dona 
facta vesira, et clarificent patrem vestrum, qui in coelis est. ren. adv. 
haer. IV. 37. — Luceat lumen vestrum coram hominibus, ut videant opera 
vesira bona, et magnificent patrem vestrum, qui in coelis est. Hilar. Pict. 
Tract. in Ps. xv. — Matt. vi. 31: Nolite cogitare dicentes : quid edemus, aut 
quid bibemus, aut quid vestiemur? haec enim natsones quaerunt. Cyprian. 
De Orat. Dom. — Nolite solliciti esse dicentes: quid manducabimus, ef quid 
bibemus, aut guo operiemur : haec enim omnia genies inguirunt. Augustin. 
De op. Manich. c. 1.— Matt. xi. 12: A diebus enim Joannis baptistae reg- 
num coelorum cogitur et cogentes diripiunt illud. Améros. (1. V.) in Lue. c. 
7, et de Cain et Abel, c. 4.—-A diebus autem Joannis regnum coelorum 
vim patitur et vim facientes diripiunt illud. Hilar. Pict. in Ps. ii. n. 46. 
[ Optat. De schism. Don. V. 5.] — A diebus Joannis regnum coelorum vto- 
lentum est, et qui vim faciunt diripiunt illud. [Jren. Adv. haer. IV. 37.] — 
Col. ii. 8: Videte, ne quis depraedetur per philosophiam et inanem fallaciam. 
Cyprian. Ep. LII. — Cavete, ne quis vos depraedetur per philosophiam et 
inanem seductionem secundum traditionem hominum et secundum elementa 
hujus mundi. Améros. De fide, I. 3. Comment. in Ps. cxviii. serm. 22. ¢. 
1. —Videte, ne quis vos spoliet per philosophiam et inanem deceptionem sec. 
trad. hom. ilar. de Trin. I. 13, XII. 20.— Matt. x. 31: Multorum pas- 
serum superponite vos, Cant.— Multis vos meliores estis passeribus, Cold. 
Sangerm. 1. Clar.— Matt. xv. 11: Communicat (xowot) hominem, Cant. 
— Coinquinat hominem, Colb.— Tit. i. 4: Christo Jesu salutari nostro, 
Sangerm. Clar. .... salvatore nostro, Ambrstr.— Rom. i. 16: Non me 
pudet Evangelii, Tertudi.— Non enim erubesco Evangelium, Augustin. 
Laud. For other examples, see Hug, $113. Eichhorn, IV. $48. The 
latter also maintains that there is but one old Latin version of the N. T., 
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though altered by various readings (so also Wiseman, Two letters on some 
parts of the controversy concerning 1 John v. 7, ete. Rom. 1835. Lachm. 
ed. N. T. maj. p. xi.), and supports this assertion by examples of similar 
mistakes which run through the different quotations. Acts i. 6, st in hoc 
tempore restituis, etc. Cod. Laud. Cant. ; si hoc in tempore representabis, 
etc. Aug. Mark x. 40, dAdo for GAX’ ols, Cant. Veron. Vere. Corb. 
(but also Cod. 225. Aeth.). John i. 13, 8s .... éyewOn, Iren. Tert. 
Aug. all. He recommends the conjecture Usitata instead of Itala, and 
asserts the African origin of this translation, chiefly on the ground of its 
agreement with the Sahidic, from which he concludes that the text came 
thither from Alexandria. 

> Mistakes: Matt. vi. 24, unum patietur, dvéferas instead of avréferat ; 
Eph. iv. 9, desperantes, dmnAméres instead of dwnAynxéres; Hebr. vi. 1, 
fundamentum diruentes, deuéAcov xaraBadAdpuevos. More examples in Wet- 
stein (Prolegg. p. 226. ed. Seml.), among which, however, there are some 
which rest on false readings. 

© Ort, chat, it translates, even when used merely as a mark of quotation, 
by quia, quoniam. Matt. ix. 16, Mark ii. 21, wAjpwpa, plenitudo, multi- 
tudo, fortitudo ; John ix. 7, xoAvpSnOpa, natatoria; ix. 24, clamaverunt 
eum; Luke iv. 39, aduévas (to leave), dimittere ; Rom, i. 24, émcOupia:, desi- 
deria ; ver. 28, éSoxizacay, probaverunt; Gal. iii. 15, émdsaracoerat, super- 
ordinat; John v. 18, guaerebant illum occidere, cf. vii. 20, and often ; viii. 
37, verbum meum non capit in vobis; x. 31, bajulaverunt lapides; xii. 13, 
exierunt in obviam; iv. 33, adtulit illi manducare; vi. 19, juxta navem fieri ; 
viii. 7, cum immanerent interrogare ; iv. 23, adoraverunt patri; ix. 31, pec- 
catorum audit ; Matt. ix. 21, si tetigero .... vestimenti ejus; Luke ix. 19, 
nihil vos nocebit; Mark viii. 38, me confusus fuerit; Rom. i. 16, non eru- 
besco evangelium ; John i. 50, v. 20, majora horum; ix. 3, ut manifestetur 
opera Dei; xvii. 26, caritas quam dilexisti me. Hebraism: John ii. 7, 
implete hydriam aquam. 

4 Comp. the examples in § lle, note a. It also agrees with the citations 
of Clem. Alex. and of the oldest Latin fathers. It is free from many of the 
additions found in the Syriac and the common text, but often has others in- 
stead ; longer ones, as Matt. xx. 28, Vos autem quaeritis de minimo (pusillo, 
Ver. Verc. Corb. Germ. Colb.) crescere, et de magno minui (et de majore 
minores fieti s. esse, Verc. Corb. Clar. all.) etc. Cant. Ver. all. with D; 
xxiv. 31, D Cant. Ver. all.; xxvii. 35 (4 lle, note a); Luke v. 14, D 
Cant.; vi. 11; John viii. 1, ff. of the adulteress. Shorter, as Matt. ix. 35, 
cal vrodAol, x. 7T-A. L 13. all. (against D cant.) ; xxiv. 36, ob8e 6 vids, with 
BD Aeth. Arm. Vulg. MS.; Mark v. 33, with Arm. ; x. 12, similiter et qui 
dimissam ducit, moechatur, Ver. Verc. Corb. Germ. 2. without D; Mark 
xiv. 65, cum voluntate s. libenter, Brix. Corb. without D; xv. 27, nomine 
Zoathan, etc., Colb. without D; Luke iii. 10, ut vivamus, D Cant. Ver. 
all.; iv. 38, cat Av8péov; v. 33, +-xal of padnral ray Sap. D Cant. Colb. ; 
ver. 37, +-rovs maAdaovs, D Copt. Arm. Cant. Iren.; vi. 20, 21, qui nunc 
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esuriunt et sitiunt, Ver. Corb. all. without D; John iii. 6, +-quia Deus 
spiritus est, Corb. ++ et de s. ex Deo natus est, Verc. Harl. 

Editions, besides Sabatier, Bibliorum SS. Latinae verss. antiquae Vol. 
IlI.: Jos. Blanchini, Evangeliarium quadrupl. Lat. vers. antiquae. Rom. 
1749. fol. 2 Partt. Joh. Martianay, Vulgata antiqua Lat. et Itala vers. 
Evang. sec. Matth. et ep.S. Jac. etc. Paris. 1695. 12mo. In the editions 
of the Graeco-Lat. Codd. $ 51, in Semler’s Paraphrases, in Matthaei’s 
edition of the N. T. The Cod. Verc. SS. Evangg. cod. Euseb. M..... 
manu exaratus, 6x autographo Basilicae Vercellensis.... op. et stud. 
J. A, drici, Med. 1749. 4to. Jos. Dobrowsky, Fragm. Prag. Evang. S. 
Marci vulgo autographi. Prag. 1778. 4to. Alter, Descript. Cod. caes. 
purp. aur. argent. Vind., quo contin. Fragmenta Lat. Lucae et Marci juxta 
vers. Lat. antiqu. Antehieronym., in Paulus, N. Rep. III. 115, ff, and 
Memorab. VII. 58, ff. Dav. Schulz, Diss. de Cod. IV. Evang. Bibl. 
Rhedigerianae, in quo vetus Lat. vers. continetur. Vratisl. 1814. 4to. 
Fragmenta antiquiss. vers. It. Marci et Matth. in Fleck, Wissensch. Reise 
B. II. Abth. 3. 1887. 


Its Daughter, the Anglo-Saxon. 


§ 25. 


The Anglo-Saxon version of the N. T., of which the 
Gospels are known, comes from the ancient Latin,® and 
is, therefore, probably older than that of the O. T. It had 
probably several authors; at least the Gospels were trans- 
lated by several. 

* Thom. Marshall, Observatt. ad vers. Ang].-Sax. p. 495, sq. 

Editions: Evang. IV. Saxon. et Anglice, ex edit. Matth. Parkeri. Lon- 
don, 1571. 4to. Edit. of Will. d’Isle. Ib. 1688. 4to, with fragments of 


the O. T. and the N. T.; with the Gothic version by Thom. Marshall. See 
§ 22. 


2. The Improved Version by Jerome. 


§ 26. 


Jerome, in improving the old Latin version (Pt. I. § 48), 
began with the N. T., and first with the Gospels.* Pro- 
ceeding very cautiously, he consulted only old Greek MSS. 
on whose text the old Latin version was based, and altered 
only where the meaning had been essentially changed ;° on 
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which account in his Commentaries he often varies from the 
translation. He asserts that he translated the whole N. T-° 

This improved version of the N. T. shared the fate of 
Jerome’s translation of the O. T. (Part I. §§ 70-72), suf- 
fered the same corruption, was subjected to the same crit- 
ical attempts at improvement, and passed through the same 
editions.‘ 


’ Hieron. Praef. in IV. Evangg. ad Damas.: Novum opus facere me 
cogis ex veteri, ut post exemplaria Scripturarum toto orbe dispersa quasi 
quidam arbiter sedeam, et quia inter se variant, quae sint illa, quae cum 
Graeca consentiant veritate, decernam, Pius labor, sed periculosa prae- 
sumtio. . ... corrigere? Adversus quam invidiam duplex caussa me 
consolatur, quod et tu, qui summus sacerdos es, fieri jubes, et verum non 
esse quod variat, etiam maledicorum testimonio comprobatur. Si enim 
Latinis exemplaribus fides est adhibenda, respondeant, quibus: tot enim 
sunt exemplaria paene, quot codices. Sin autem veritas est quaerenda 
de pluribus: cur non ad Graecam originem revertentes, ea quae vel a 
vitiosis interpretibus male edita, vel a praesumtoribus imperitis emendata 
perversius, vel a librariis dormitantibus addita sunt, aut mutata, corrigimus? 

De Novo nunc loquor Testamento. .... Hoc certe quum in 
nostro sermone discordat, et diversos rivulorum tramites ducit: uno de fonte 
quaerendum est. 

b Hieron. 1. c.: Praetermitto eos codices, quos a Luciano et Hesychio 
nuncupatos paucorum hominum asserit perversa contentio: quibus utique 
nec in toto Veteri Instrumento post LXX interpretes emendare quid licuit, 
nec in Novo profuit emendasse: quum multarum gentium linguis Scrip- 
tura ante translata doceat falsa esse quae addita sunt. Igitur haec praesens 
praefatiuncula pollicetur quatuor Evangelia — codicum Graecorum emendata 
collatione, sed veferum. But perhaps he sometimes consulted others also, 
as he does in his Commentary. Comment. on Matt. xxiv. 36: In quibusdam 
Latinis codicibus additum est neque filius: quum in Graecis et maxime 
Adamantii et Pierii exemplaribus hoc non habeatur adscriptum. Comm. ad 
Gal. iii. 1: Quod in exemplaribus Adamantii non habetur, etc. 

¢ Heron. Praef. in Evangg.: Quae ne multum a Iectionis Latinae con- 
suetudine discreparent, ita calamo temperavimus, ut his tantum, quae sen- 
sum videbantur mutare, correctis reliqua manere pateremur, ut fuerant. 
He thus dropped the most of those excrescences (4 24, note c), and placed, 
e. g- Rom. xi. 11, Domino instead of tempori; 1 Tim. i. 15, fidelis instead 
of humanus ; restored, v. 19, the words nisi sub duobus aut tribus testibus. 
But he did too little in this direction, and let much remain, e. g. Gal. v. 7, 
+ pnderi weibecGe. The text of the Vulgate agrees with that of the It., 
other old versions, and the oldest codd. in most of the passages adduced in 
§ lle, note a, as Matt. vi. 15, 18, viii. 8, ix. 13, 35, Mark i. 2, 11, 21, f., 











LATIN VERSIONS. — JEROME'S IMPROVED. § 26. 35 


Acts ii. 30, iii. 12, Gal. iii, 1, — 779 dAné. xr... and is also, on other 
grounds, one of the most valuable critical authorities. But it adheres to the 
bad readings of the Itala, in opposition to better (Luke xiv. 5), or to all 
codd., Acts ii. 1, iii. 12, and leaves it where it has good readings, Luke iii. 
2, Acts iii. 20, Gal. iv. 15, 2 Cor. xi. 3. 

4 Ad Eph. iv. 19: danAypxéres multo aliud in Graeco significat quam 
in Latino desperantes, quippe qui admnAme«dres nominantur, etc. Other ex- 
amples in Wetst. Prolegg. p. 228, ed. Seml. 

¢ Ep. ad Lucin. LXXT. (28), § 5: N. Test. Graecae reddidi auctoritati. 
Catal. scriptt. eccles.: N. T. Graecae fidei reddidi: Vetus juxta Hebraicum 
transtuli. 

f Latest of the N. T.: F. F. Fleck, N. T. Vulg. Edit. juxta textum 
Clement. VIIE..... cum variant. in margine lectionibus antiqu. .... cod. 
olim montis Amiatae in Etruria, nunc biblioth. Florent. Laurent. Mediceae 
sec. VI. scripti. Praemissa est comm. de Cod. Amiat. et versione Lat. 
vulg. 1840. Large 12mo. (This codex, containing the whole of the Old 
and New Test., and written stichometrically in the uncial character, was 
used in the Sixtine edition.) Lachmann, in his larger ed. of the N. T. 
(§ 48), gives the more ancient text, of the period before the tenth century, 
from old MSS., especially the Fulda MS. Comp. Rettig. in Stud. u. Krit. 
1832. p. 900. 
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SECTION IIL 


OF THE CRITICISM OF THE TEXT. 


SUBDIVISION I. 


HISTORY OF THE TEXT. 


Pd 


CHAPTER I. 


HISTORY OF THE EXTERNAL FORM OF THE TEXT. 


Original Manuscripts of the New Testament Books. 


§ 27. 


TuEseE greatly to be wished for documents were early lost. 
No trace of them is discoverable, even in the remotest an- 
tiquity.* As, however, it is important for criticism to gain 
just views of the original external form of the text which 
comes under its review, we must seek to supply their loss, 
in some degree, by the teachings of ancient literature.» 

« The passages, Ignat. ad Philadelph. § 8, "Eme) fxovad roy deydvrav, 


Ore édy pr) év trois dpxelots (apxaios) evpw, év rp evayyeXip ov morevo: 
Kat Aéyovrds pov avrois, Gre yéypanrat- amexplOnody pot, Ore mpdxecrat. 
"Epol 8€ dpxeid éorw Incovs Xpiorés: ta dOixra dpxeia 5 cravpds avrod 
kat 6 Odvaros xal 9 dydoracts avrov Kal 9 mioris } 8 avrov, and Tertull. 
De praescript. haeret. c. 36. (I. § 22, note e), have been misunderstood to 
mean Apostolic autographs. Michaélis, Ein). 1.270. Hug,I.§ 14. Ber- 
tholdt, I. 416. Griesbach, Curae in hist. textus Epist. Paul. sect. II. § 4, 
sqq. Opp. II. 66, sqq., with Gabler’s remark in preface, p. xxvi. sq. 
Legend of the discovery of the autograph of the Evang. John in Philo- 
storg. H. BE. VII. 14. Nicephor. H. E. X. 33. Pretended discovery of 
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the same in Ephesus, Chronicon Paschale, ed. Du Fresne, p. 5. .... atrd 
re rd l8idyetpoy Tov EvayyeAtorov, Grep péxpt rod viv medvdakrat yapere 
Geov ev ri Edheciov dywwrdry *ExxAnoig, x. r. 2d. 

b Montfaucon, Palaeogr. Graec. Par. 1708. fol. Lib. II. Hug, I. 
§ 11, ff. § 41, ff Eichhorn, IV. § 16, ff. A. F. Pfeffer, Ueber Bticher- 
handschriften. 1810. 


Writing-Materials, Writers, Style of Writing. 


§ 28a. 


The N. T. authors probably used Egyptian paper (aazru- 
pos, Xaptns, see 2 John 12), and the letter-writers the finer 
Augustan, which was very perishable. Subsequently, how- 
ever, the N. T. was written on parchment* (8:@0épac), and 
still later on cotton paper. The character generally in vogue 
was the uncial character. The smaller so-called cursive 
character first became general in the tenth century.o The 
writing usually had neither division of words nor pune- 
tuation, and was without accents, breathings, or the iota 
_ subscriptum.. Hence MSS. and old commentators some- 

times divide the words of the N. T. differently.1 They also 
disputed about the division of the sentences, and differed 
from each other. 

* Hieron. Ep. 141. (34 in Vallarsi), referring to the library of Pamphilus 
at Ceesarea :—— quam ex parte corruptam Acacius dehinc et Euzoius ejusdem 
Ecclesiae sacerdotes in membranis instaurare conati sunt. used. Vit. 
Const. IV. 36, from a letter of Constantine to E.: Iperoyv yap xareddyn rd 
dnAaoa tH of ovvéce, Erws ay mwevrTnkovTa Gopdria ev SipOépas éyxata- 
okevois, evaydyvword te Kal mpos ry xpyow edperaxdmora, id rexurdy 
KadXtypadoy Kal axpiBas ry réxvny émiorapevwv, ypapyjvat Keevoecas. 

b Monifaucon, Palaeogr. IV. 262, sq. But there are also later MSS. in 
the uncial character, e. g. Cod. Evangg. Mat. V. sec. XII. vel XIII., Cod. 
Evangg. X. Ingolst. sec. XI. [Errors here. Cf. Scholz, N. T. I. p. 
xlii., sqq.] 

¢ The Greeks after the time of Aristophanes of Byz., under Ptolemy 
Epiph., used punctuation for grammatical purposes (Monifaucon, p. 31). 
The stichometric method of writing was also known. Juseph. Antt. Lib. 
XX. fiu.: "Est rovros 8¢ xararavaw rv dpxyatodocyiay, BiPAots pév eixoos 
mepceAnpperny, && 8 pupidos oriywv. Comp. Martianay, Prolegg. ad 
Hieron. Opp. I. [V.3. Morini, Exercitatt. p. 444. The same Aristophanes 
is said to have divided the old sign of aspiration H in halves, and to have used 
the one F for the rough breathing, the other for the smooth ; but most likely 
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the use of these signs was long confined to the schools. At length they 
found admission into the uncial writing of the N. T. and into the Codd. 
Vat. Clarom. ete. See the examples of writing in Montfaucon and Blan- 
chini. — In the most ancient times an iota posteriptum (e. g. TQI instead of 
rp) was sometimes used, sometimes not. After the fourth century it fell 
into disuse, and is wanting in all the uncial MSS. of the N. T. 

¢ Phil. i. 1, received text, ovy émixdmots ; Codd. 39. 67. 71. al. Chrys. 
Theoph. Cassiod., ocuvemrwxdros. Phil. ii. 4, received text, é€xaoros 
oxoreire ; All. €xacrot oxomeire Or oxomovvres ; Cod. Boern., éxdcrots 
xorovvres. Ep. Jud. 6, received text, dAAd dmoAurdvras ; Cod. Diez. ddda- 
modtrovras. Gal. i. 9, wpoespnxapev; Syr. Aeth. all. rpocipnea peév. 

¢ Epiph. Anc. c. 75. p. 80. ed Pet. complains that some divide John i. 3 
thus: wavra 3: avrov éyévero Kal xwpis abrod éyévero ovdev ; and proposes to 
divide it thus: mdvyra &: abrov éyévero nal xwpis abrov éyévero ovdér, & 
ytyovev ey avrg. Chrysost. Homil. V. in Joann.: Od yap 3) yy reAciay 
ortypiy rq ovde év émiincopey xara rovs aipersxous (the Macedonians). 
"Exeivos yap Bovdopevor Td wvedpa xricroy eirety, acy & yeyovey ev aire, Coy 
hy .... 8d ravrny adherres, éxi rv vevomiopernv EXOwpev avayvaciy re xai 
dEtrynow: tis 8€ dorw atrn; Td péxpt Tov & yéyovey dvarataa roy Adyoy: 
elra awd ris éfns AéLews Apkacbas ris Neyovons: ev aitr@ Con Fv. Griesb. 
Var. lect. adh. 1. Hieron. ad Eph. i. 5: Dupliciter legendum, ut caritas 
vel cum superioribus vel inferioribus copuletar. Ad ep. ad Philem. 4-6: 
Ambigue dictum, utrum gratias agat Deo suo semper, an memoriam ejus 
faciat in orationibus suis semper. Sometimes the commentators give the 
correct punctuation in doubtful passages. Theodoret. ad 2 Cor. i. 3, iv. 4, 
Rom. ix. 22. Ancient MSS. also have sometimes a point. Marsh, An- 
merkk. und Zusatze, I. 456, ff. 


§ 280. 


As the ancient writers, when composing their works, often 
made use of copyists, we may look for the same in the N. T. 
writers. The Apostle Paul, we know, adopted this practice 
(Rom. xvi. 22, 1 Cor. xvi. 21, Col. iv. 18, 2 Thess. iii. 17; 
the contrary in Gal.vi.11). By this means, however, errors 
might creep into the text, that would not always be dis- 
covered and removed on its revision by the author. 


Stichometry, Punctuation, Accentuation. 


§ 29.4. 


About A. D. 462 Huthalius, deacon at Alexandria, divided 
the text of the Pauline Epistles, and soon after that also of 
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the Acts and of the Catholic Epistles, into lines (or¢yous), 
corresponding to the pauses which would naturally be made 
in reading. This division was called ortyomerpia, stichom- 
etry, from the lines being measured off and numbered." It 
was much approved of, and passed into the MSS., of which 
several so arranged are extant.> Others have at least the 
number of lines at the end. Many also give the number 


of pypara, another designation of the same or a similar 
division.° 

« Euthalius explains himself on this point in his preface to the N. T. in 
Zacagni’s Collectan. monum. vet. Eccles. Gr. (Rom. 1698. 4to), I. 403, sqq. 
and Gallandi’s Bibl. patr. et antiqu. script. X. 199, sqq.: oreynddv cuvbels 
rovroy Td Upos kara riy davrod cupperpelay mpds eonpoy dvdyvoow. Cf. 
Weist. Prolegg. ed. Semi. p. 196. J. G. Rosenmitler, De fatis interpretat. 
litt. ss. [V. 4, eqq. Hug, § 44. The Gospels were also stichometrically 
written (see the stichometries in Mill. Proll. § 1028), though it is uncertain 
whether it was done by Euthalius himself. 

b EK. g. Cod. Cantabrig., where it appears thus: Acts i. 1. 
TONMENTPQTONAOTONEDOIHSAMHN 
HEPITIANTQNQGEOSIAE 
ONHPSATOIHSIIOIEINTE 
KAIAIAASKEINAXPIHZHMEPAS 
ANEAHM®OHENTEIAAMENOSTOIZSATOSTOAOIS 
AIAIINSATIOYOYSEZEAEZATOKAIEKEAEYSE 
KHPYZZEINTOEYAITEAION. 

Cod. Coislin. in Montfaucon, Biblioth. Coislin. p. 259. Tit. ii. 2, 3. 
TIPEZBYTAZ NH®AAIOYS EINAI 
ZEMNOYS 
ZQSPONAS 
YTIAINONTAS TH OISTEI 
TH ATADH 
TH YNOMONH 
IIPESBYTIAAS QZAYTAQZ 
EN KATASTHMATI IEPQUPEHEI2 
MH AIABOAOY2 
MH OINQ HOAAG AEAOYAQMENA®S 
KAAOAIAAZKAAOYS 

° Hug, §44. Lichhorn, § 18. p. 162. 


§ 295. 


Subsequently, to save space, the lines were not sepa- 
rated, but their close marked by a point, or their beginning 
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by large letters This, according to Hug, Eichhorn, &c., 
led to the grammatical punctuation; but punctuation had 
found its way into N. T. MSS, e.g. Cod. Alex., before 
stichometry appeared, and, like the latter, served to facilitate 
the reading.” The signs and principles of punctuation, 
which, after the ninth century, came more and more into 
vogue, were various, and first obtained a more fixed form 
in the printed editions. In the ninth century the separation 
of the words by spaces or points between them became 
usual.! 


@ The former in Cod. Cyprius (on its age, cf. § 52). Matt. ii. 21, f. 
(Montfauc. Palaeogr. Gr. p. 232): O Se eyepOers. mapedaBe ro matdiov. kat 
THY pntepa avrov. kat n\Oev ets ynv Iopand. axovoas de. ort ApyeAaos Bact- 
Neves emt THs lovdasas. avr’ Hpwdov rov watpos avtov. epoBnOn exer amredOery. 
The latter is found e. g. in the Cod. Boern. Hupfeld, in Stud. u. Kr. 
1837, p. 859, does not think that the points in the Cod. Cypr. are signs of 
the lines, because they are akin to the punctuation of the Cod. Boern. 

> Hupfeld, as cited above. He denies the distinction between grammat- 
ical and other punctuation. 

¢ Isidor. Hisp. Origg. I. 19: Ubi in initio pronuntiationis necdum plena 
pars sensus est, et tamen respirare oportet, fit comma, id est particula sen- 
sus, punctumque ad unam literam ponitur et vocatur subdistinctio ab eo, 
quod punctum subtus, id est ad unam literam accipit. Ubi autem in se- 
quentibus jam sententia sensum praestat, sed adhuc aliquid superest de 
sententiae plenitudine, fit colon mediamque literam puncto notamus et mediam 
distinctionem vocamus, qui punctum ad mediam literam ponimus. Ubi vero 
jam per gradus pronuntiando plenam sententiae clausulam facimus, fit peri- 
odus, punctumque ad caput literae ponimus, et vocatur distinctio i. e. dis- 
junctio, quia integram separat sententiam. So the punctuation of Cod. 
Basil. E. Others, as Cod. L, use a cross instead of a period ; Cod. Vatic. 
1067. Colb. 700. use it instead of almost all the signs of punctuation. ‘ ‘The 
punctuation of Cod. Boern. is very bad. Compare Ge. Fr. Rogall, De 
auctor. et antiquit. interpunct. in N. T. Regiom. 1734. 

4 In the Cod. Aug., written in the ninth century, the words are sepa- 
rated by points. Marsh, Zus. I. 461. 


§ 29. 


Kuthalius, by his stichometric edition of the N. T., gave 
also wider currency to accentuation, which had previously, 
at least in the O. T.,? come into use. There are, however, 
later MSS. which have no accents; and accentuation did 
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not come into general use until the tenth century. The 
iota subscript came first into use about the same time in 
the cursive writing; though it is often found written in 
a line with the other letters.° 

* Euthalius: rnv re trav mpdageov BiBdov dua xal xabodckav emiorodae 
dvayvavas xara mporpodlay .... mpocéragas, adedpe ’Abavdare. 

> Fpiphan. De ponderibus et mens. c. 2: ’Eme:d) 8¢ reves kara mpoopdiay 
¢orcéay ras ypadds, kai rept ray mporpdiov rade: dfeia’, daceia ‘, Bapeia , 
WeAn ’, weptomr@pery “, kor. A. 

© Montfaucon, Palaeogr. Gr. pp. 276, 278, 295. 


Chapters and Verses. 


§ 30a. 


The present division of the New Testament into chapters 
is, like that of the O. T. (Pt. I. § 78), an invention of Car- 
dinal Hugo, who introduced it in his Biblia cum postilla, 
whence it came also into the Greek N. T. The present 
division of the New Testament into verses originated with 
Robert Stephens, who introduced it in his edition of A. D. 
1551. 


§ 306. 


Quite early in antiquity xedanaa, capitula, chapters, oc- 
cur;* but probably they are, like the Capitula of Jerome in 
the O. T. (Pt. I. § 77, note c), undefined sections. There 
are two kinds of real sections in the Gospels: 1. In the 
middle of the third century Ammonius of Alexandria, to 
further his Harmony of the Gospels, divided the text into 
a multitude of small sections, xepadata, which Eusebius, in 
the fourth century, used” in his Canones Evangelicit (a re- 
vised edition of that Harmony). 2. Larger sections of the 
Gospels came subsequently into use, perhaps in imitation 
of the divisions of Justinian’s Institutes.° They were called, 
to distinguish them from the former, TitAos, breves, but 
were also called xepadava.° 


* Tertull, Ad uxor. IJ.2; De pudic. c.16; De carne Christi, c. 19. 
6 
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Dionys. Alex. in Euseb. H. E. VIL. 25: .... wept ris droxadiweus 
"Iadvvov .... Twes pev ov TaY mpd Huey nOernoay Kai dverxevacay .... Td 
BiBAtov Kab” éxacrov xepddatoy StevOuvovres .... 
> A description of these Canones Evangg. in Marsh, I. 469. They may 
‘be found in Mill’s N. T. published by Kiister, in the editions of Erasmus, 
and in that of Rob. Steph. A. D. 1550. 
© Casarius, brother of Gregory of Nazianzum, knows only the Ammonio- 
Eusebian sections. So also Epiphanius (note d). Chrysostom also seems un- 
acquainted with the rivAc, for he makes no reference to them. Kuthymius 
and Theophylact knew them. 


4 Suid. s. v. rirdos: Tirhos Stadeper xecbadalou kal 6 pev Marbaios Zyet 
rirdous &n' (68), xeddAaa rye’ (355). 6 dé Mapxos rirdous py’ (48), xeda- 
Aata THB’ (352). 6 Sé Aovxas rirAous ay’ (83), xepddAata tpn’ (348). 6 de 
"Iwdvyns titdovs uy’ (18), xeddraa oAP’ (232). Cod. L.: 7d xara Maré. 
evayy. xe Titdous £n', xal xepddaia tye’. Td KaTa Madpx. evayy. tirdovs pn’, 
xeddaa oAd. TO Kata Aouk. evayy. éxet ritdous my’, xepddaa tpB. Td 
xara "lwdvy. evayy. exer rirdous tn’, xepadata cAa. Caesar. Dial. 1. resp. 
39: Técoapa jpiv tmdpye: evayyedta, xeadraiwy yiAlwv éxarov éEnxovra dvo. 
Epiphan. Ancor. c. 50.-p. 54: régoapa eicly evayyédia, xepadaioy xAiov 
éxarov éEnxovra Sto. . ) 

© Schott, Introd. § 147, follows Eichhorn, IV. 172 (?) in supposing a so 
of xepdAaa between the Ammonio-Eusebian xepaAaa and the rirdo ; 
probably a misunderstanding. 


. 


§ 30. 


The Acts and Epistles were likewise divided into xepa- 
Aata. Euthalius also introduced into his stichometric ed. 
of the N. T. tables of their contents. Those of the Pauline 
Epistles he found already existing; those of the Acts and the 
Catholic Epistles he drew up.* The Apocalypse, Andreas of 
Cappadocia divided into 24 Aoyou and 72 Kepadara. 


a Euthal.: Ka éxdorny émorodjy mpordfopev riv rev xetbadaloy exdeow, 
évi ray copardrey tit Kal diroypioray rarépwr nov (Theodor. Mopsv. ?) 
seromnpevny. Wetstein (Prolegg. p. 197) erroneously regards Euthalius as 
the inventor of the division itself. Hug, §48. Eichhorn, § 20. Num- 
ber of the Chapters: Acts, 40; James, 6; 1 Pet. 8; 2 Pet. 4; 1 John, 7; 
2 John, 1; 3 John, 1; Jude, 4; Ep. to the Rom. 19; 1 Cor.9; 2 Cor. 
11; Gal. 12; Eph. 10; Philipp. 7; Coloss. 10; 1 Thess. 7; 2 Thess. 6; 
Hebr. 22; 1 Tim. 18; 2 Tim. 9; Tit. 6; Philem. 2. 
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Lessons and Pericopes. 


§ 31a. 


The N. T. books, like those of the O. T., were very early 
read in the assemblies for public worship (Pt. I. § 19, note 
a), and for this purpose were probably soon divided, like 
the Pentateuch, into sections.* uthalius introduced in his 
stichometric ed. a division of the Acts and Epistles into 
57 lessons.» ‘This also took place in the Gospels. But the 
number of festival days increasing, this division became un- 
suitable, and passages were selected for church lessons to 
the exclusion of many others (e. g. Luke ii. 22 - 29, x. 43- 
xi, 27, xxi. 10 — 24, 28-32, John xiv. 18~20, xviii. 6 — 35). 
These sections were assigned to the Festivals and Sun- 
days of the whole year, according to a certain cycle. They 
were then collected in a separate book called in general 
Lectionarium, exdoyadvoy, or in special Evangeliarium, when 
it contained sections of the Gospels, Epistolare, [pafarwe- 
oroXos, when sections of the Acts and Epistles. The sec- 
tions in these books often follow the order in which it was 
customary to read them. These reading-books arose among 
the Latin Christians in the fifth century, but among the 
Greeks not before the eighth century.° 

@ Whether repixomn in Clem. Alex. Strom. IV. 503, VII. 750, is exactly 
such a section (Scholz, Prolegg. p. xxxi.) is very doubtful. Probably the 
same holds in regard to these as to the oldest chapters ($ 30), as Jerome 
translates repixorn in Origen by Capitulum. 

b Euthal.: Tiv rdv dvayvoceny depiBeorarny ropiy.... hpets rexvodo- 
ynoavres dvaxebadawoduefa. Number of the Euthalian Sections: Acts 
16 (and indeed No. 1. contained 1 Ch. {i. 1-13], No. 2. 1 Ch. [i. 14-26], 
No. 3. 1 Ch. [iii 1-iv. 31], No. 5. 2 Chh. [iv. 32-v. 42), No. 6. 2 Chh. 
[vi.], No. 7. 4 Chh. [vii. 1 — viii. 39], &c., comp. Augusti, Denkwiird. VI. 
124); Jas.2; 1 Pet.2; 2 Pet.1; 1 John, 2; 2 John, 1; 3 John, 1; Jude, 
1; Rom. 5; 1 Cor. 5; 2 Cor. 4; Gal. 2; Eph. 2; Phil. 2; Col. 2; 1 
Thess. 1; 2 Thess. 1; Hebr.3; 1 Tim. 1; 2 Tim. 1; Tit. 1; Philem. 2. 
— According to Hug, I. 266, Eichh. IV. 176, these 57 sections correspond 
to the number of Sundays and festivals, so that the whole N. T. was read 
through in order every year ; but according to various statements of Chry- 
sostom, Augustin, and others, certain books were read at certain times, e. g. 
Genesis in times of fast, Job and Jonah in Passion-week, and Acts between 
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Easter and Pentecost. Bingham, Origg. eccl. XIV. 3. 3. p. 63, sqq. 
Rheinwald, Kirchl. Archiol. § 98, note 7. 

© Gennad. De script. c. 79, of Musaeus (about 450): Excerpsit de scrip- 
turis lectiones totius anni festivis diebus aptas. According to Sidon. Apollin. 
IV. ep. 11, Claudianus Mamercus introduced the use of lectionaria into 
the church of Vienne (Bingham, |. c. p. 71). Cf. Hug, 1. 269. Capitu- 
lare, also Lectionarium, among the Greeks cuvagdpiov, was the name of a 
catalogue of the lessons arranged according to the firat and last words ; 
Menologium, of such a catalogue for the holy days. See the Synaxarium 
and Menologium of the Codd. KM. 262. 274. in Scholz’s N. T. Vol. I. 
In the MSS. these lessons are indicated by a (dpyn), + (réAos), by the 
number of the Sunday 3A, 2B, &c., or by the word dvayywopa. 


§ 310. 


Our modern Pericopes, or Lessons, of the Gospels and 
Epistles are remains of these ancient lessons, which varied 
according to time and place. They are found, with few 
variations, in the Lectionarium called Comes,* a work erro- 
neously ascribed to Jerome, and perhaps belonging to the 
ninth century. On the other hand, the oldest extant cata- 
logue of lessons, the Lectionarium Gallicanum, as well as 
the Lectionarium Romanum, differs from them more widely.» 
The Pericopes of festivals are probably the oldest, although 
the selection of numerous accounts of miracles seems to 
indicate a time when the Divinity of Christ had to be 
maintained against the Arians.° 


* Ed. J. Pamelius, 2 tom. Colon. 1675; best in Baluz.. Capitul. reg. 
Franc. T. IT. p. 1309, also in Vallars. Opp. Hieron. XI. 526. 

> They are compared together in Rheinwald, Kirchl. Archaol. Beil. 
XXII. <Augusti, Denkw. VI. 212, ff.- 

¢ Augusti, ut supra, 203, ff. Lesco, Das Kirchenjahr, I. 84, f. Comp. 
also Thamer, De orig. et dignitate pericopar. Jen. 1716. 4to. Gui. 
Rothe, De pericoporum, quae hodie in ecc]. Danorum usurpantur, origine. 
Havn. 1839. E. Ranke, Das kirchliche Perikopensystem aus den dltesten 
Urkunden der Rém. Liturgie dargelegt und erlautert. Berl. 1847. 


Superscriptions and Subscripts. 
§ 32a. 


The superscriptions of the N. T. books were not given 
by their authors, but by readers after their time. This 
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appears, — 1. from their character, which, at least in part, is 
not in harmony with the authors, their objects, or their re- 
lation to their first readers ;* 2. from their being different in 
different MSS.;> 3. from the testimony of the Fathers.° 
The Evangelists perhaps prefixed to their work the title 
evaryryédtov only.4 The discriminating titles, xara Mar6aiop, 
&c., were subsequently added. 


* E. g. mpdges rav droord\av — i mpds KopwOtovs émorod mpory — 
"Iwdvvov émioroA) mporn- 

» E. g. al mpages rav dylov droordAwy — Aovead evayyedtorod mpdges 
droordé\wv — al mpdgeis trav drocrdAwy rod dyiov Aouad rod elayyeAcrod — 
mpages tav dylwy drocré\ov, cvyypadeioas td Aovxd rou evayyeAtorov. 

° Tertull, Adv. Marc. iv. 2: Contra Marcion Evangelio, scilicet suo, 
nullum adscribit auctorem, quasi non licuerit illi titulum quoque adfingere, 
cui nefas non fuit ipsum corpus evertere. Cf. c. 5: Dico itaque apud 
illas (ecclesias) nec solas jam apostolicas, sed apud universas, quae illis de 
societate sacramenti confoederantur, id Evangelium Lucae ab initio editionis 
suae stare. iv. 11: — epistola, quam nos ad Ephesios praescriptam habe- 
mus, haeretici vero ad Laodicenos. c. 17: ecclesiae quidem veritate epis- 
tolam istam ad Ephesios habemus emissam, non ad Laodicenos; sed Marcion 
ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et in isto diligentissimus explo- 
rator. Nihil autem de titulis interest. Chrysostom. Homil. I. in ep. ad 
Rom. Moions pev wévre BiBdla ovyypawas, obdapod rd svoua rd éavrod 
réGecxev, ovdé of per’ exeivoy rd per éxeivoy cuvbdvres, GAN’ ovdé Marbaios, 
ovde ‘Iwavyns, ob Mapxos, ov Aouxas+ 6 8€ paxdptos Hatdos mayraxov rap 
émioroAay avrov rd svoza avrov mporibyas. 

4 Chrysostom. Homil. I. in Matth. praef.: &:a4 rotro evayyédcoy rip 


icropiay éxadecev. 


§ 320. 


The subscripts were originally only repetitions of the 
superscriptions ; afterwards, however, historic statements 
drawn from tradition or conjecture were added* Eutha- 
lius introduced such (in part) incorrect subscripts into his 
stichometric edition, using the statements of the Synopsis 
Scripture [erroneously ascribed to Athanasius]. They have 
thus been propagated in the MSS.° . 

* E. g. evayy&cov xara Maraiov — rédos rod xara Maré. evayyeAlov.... 
€£€066n tn’ avrod 8. éypady .... év ‘lepovoaAnp 8. Tadaorivy 8. dvaroAy 
2+. TH ‘EBpaids duadéerm 8. ‘ESpaiori .... pera xpdvovs mn’ ris rood 
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Xptorov avarmpews .... HppynvevOn Se td “laxdBov adeApod rod xupiov 8. 
td “Iwavvov. 

> Erroneously : rpds Taddras éypadn ard ‘Pops. mpds Oecoadomxeis a’. 
B’. éypadn dro ’Abnvdv. mpds Kopwhious a’. éypadn ard SaAbrrov. Cf. 
Paley, Horae Paulin., deuteche Uebers. p. 325, f. 


Conclusions from the Foregoing, affecting the Criticism of the 
Text. 


§ 33. 


Accordingly, the text of the N. T., whose investigation 
and restoration are the problem of criticism, comprises 
nothing but what is indicated by the mere letters, without 
regard to their division into words, their punctuation, or 
accentuation. The division into chapters and verses, and 
the super- and sub-scriptions are, moreover, adventitious. 


CHAPTER II. 


HISTORY OF THE TEXT ITSELF. 


I.— Or tHe UNPRINTED TEXT. 


It has remained free from gross Corruptions. 


§ 34a. 


The Catholics, out of respect for the history, have re- 
frained from extensive corruptions of the text. Under the 
early established unity of the Catholic Church, such were, 
indeed, scarcely possible. In this respect they were ex- 
tremely watchful of the heretics, whom they charge, some- 
times falsely, with corrupting the Scriptures. 

* Tren. Adv. hacer. IV. 6, 1: Nemo cognoscit lum nisi pater, neque 
' patrem quis cognoscit nist filtus et cui voluertt fiius revelare. Sic et Mat- 
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thaeus (xi. 27) posuit et Lucas (X. 22) similiter, et Marcus idem ipsum. 
Joannes enim praeterit locum hunc. Hi autem, qui peritiores Apostolis 
volunt esse, sic describunt : Nemo cognovit patrem nis: filius, nec filium nisi 
pater et cui voluerit filius revelare: et interpretantur, quasi a nullo cognitus 
sit verus Deus ante Domini nostri adventum, et eum Deum, qui a Prophetis 
sit annuntiatus, dicunt non esse patrem Christi. Comp., however, Justin. 
M. Apol. II. 95. — Tertullian. De carne Christi, o. 19: Quid est ergo: 
non ex sanguine, neque ex voluniate viri, sed ex Deo nati sunt?! Hoe 
quidem capitulo ego potius utar, quum adulteratores ejus obduxero. Sic 
enim scriptum esse contendunt, non: non ex sanguine, nec ex carnis volun- 
tate, nec ex virt, sed ex Deo natus est: quasi supra dictos credentes in 
nomine ejus designet. (The non must be read twice.) But the heretical 
reading is the correct one. —- Ambros. De fide V. 8: Scriptam est, inquiunt 
(Ariant) : De die autem illo et hora nemo scit, neque angeli coelorum, nec filius, 
nisi solus pater. Primum veteres non habent codices Graeci, quod nec fikus 
scit. Sed non mirum, si et hoc falsarunt, qui soripturas interpolavere. But 
comp. the various readings of Matt. xxiv. 36 and Mark xiii. 32. — Ambros. 
De spir. sancto, III. 11: Ipse Dominus dixit in Evangelio (John iii. 6): 
quoniam Deus spiritus est. Quem locum ita expresse Ariani testificamini 
esse de spiritu, ut eum de vestris codicibus auferatis; atque utinam de 
vestris et non etiam de ecclesiae codicibus tolleretis. But see the various 
readings of John iii. 6. 


§ 845. 


Marcion especially is charged with corrupting the Gospel 
of Luke and the Pauline Epistles His course in regard 
to Luke we shall see further on (§ 70, ff). As respects the 
Pauline Epistles, the charges of the Fathers are in a meas- 
ure unfounded, for either he had correct readings or such as 
elsewhere occur, or his readings are innocent errors.» Others 
of his readings, however, and especially certain omissions, 
are, not without reason, ascribed to heretical designs,° and 
several are such and so important that they can be regarded 
only as designed corruptions. In other statements Ter- 
tullian and Epiphanius contradict each other. The former 
adduces from the Epistles to the Thessalonians only small 
corruptions; the latter declares them wholly corrupted (p. 
371, ed. Petav.). The former complains of trifling corrup- 
tions of the Epistle to the Philippians (c. 20), and declares 
the Epistle to Philemon quite uninjured (c. 21); the latter 
declares both to be wholly corrupted (p. 373, sqq.).° 
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* Tren. Adv. haer. I. 27. 2:— Apostoli Pauli literas abscidit, auferens 
quaecunque manifeste dicta sunt ab Apostolo de eo Deo, qui mundum fecit, 
quoniam hic pater Domini nostri J. C., et quaecunque ex Propheticis 
memorans Apostolus docuit, praenuntiantibus adventum Domini. Tertull. 
Adv. Mare. 1. V. Epiphan. Adv. haeres. XLII. § 9: ria wepiréepywv, rd 
d€ adAowwdoas xehadraa. The following writers have tried to defend him: 
Lifer, Marcionem Pauli epp. et Lucae evang. adulterasse dubitatur. 1788. 
in Velthusen, Kuinél, et Ruperti, Commentt. theol. I. 180, sqq. Schelling, 
De Marcione epp. Paulinarum emendatore. 1795. ichhorn, Hin). II]. 1. 
35. Ritschl, Das Evang. Mare. p. 151, ff. Baur, Krit. Unterss. tib. d. 
kan. Evangg. p. 413, ff. 

b Gal. ii. 5. Marc. correctly: ofs ov8é. Tertull. (1. V. 3), with other 
Latin authorities, omitted it. 2 Cor. iv. 4: Tertull. (1. V.c. 11) charges 
him with connecting the words 6 6eds rov aidvos rovrov, which alone is 
correct. 1 Thess. ii. 15: Marc. rovs i8iovs mpopnras, with text. rec. ; 
Tertull. c. 15, rovs mpopyras. Gal. v.9: Marc. with DE Vulg. etc. 8odoi, 
Epiph. (upot. 1 Cor. x. 19: Marc. Gri lepddurdy ri doriv f eidmdrAdOurdy ri 
€or; Epiph. ére eidaAdburdv ri éoriv ; text. rec. Gre etSwdAov ri dorw; F 
Ore eiSa@rdGurdv ri eorw; Cf. var. lect. in Griesb. 1 Cor. xiv. 19: Mare. 
with Ambrstr. 8a roy vopoy instead of 81a rod voos pov. 1 Cor. ix. 8: Marc. 
ei xal 6 vopos Mwoéws raira ov Aéye, where the ei probably sprang from 7 ; 
for Marc. read v.10. Eph. v. 31: Marc. omitted +7 yuvasxi (comp. note 
d), a senseless error in transcription. 

¢ The reading 1 Cor. xv. 45, 6 €axaros xiptos instead of 6 €axaros ’Addp, 
had, according to Tertull. c.10, this ground: Ne si et Dominum novissimum 
haberet Adam, et ejusdem Christum defenderemus in Adam novissimo, 
cujus et primum. 2 Thess. i.8: Marc. omitted év mupi ddoyos, ne scilicet 
nostratem Deum faceret ( Tertull. c. 16). Eph. ii. 15: Marc. ray ¢y6pay év 
Tj capxi (without avrod), ut inimicitiae daret carnem quasi carnali vitio, non 
Christo aemulae. .... cujus supra sanguinem confessus es, hic negas 
earnem ( Tertull.c. 17). Eph. ii. 20: Marc. omitted xa rpodnray: timuit 
scilicet, ne et super veterum prophetarum fundamenta aedificatio nostra con- 
staret in Christo ( Tertull. c. 17). Col. i. 15: M. omitted mpwroroxos rdons 
xtioews and the whole 16 ver. : ‘‘ haec enim Marcioni displicere oportebat ”’ 
( Tertull. c. 19), which Ritsch] and Baur erroneously deny. 

4 According to Jerome (Comment. in ep. ad Gal.), Gal. iii. 6-9 was omit- 
ted ; and Hahn (Das Evang. Marc. p. 52) finds this also in Tertull. V. 3: 
Quum adjicit: omnes enim filti estis fidei, ostenditur, quid supra haeretica 
industria eraserit, mentionem sc. Abrahae. R. and B., however, assert that 
only ver. 7 can have been omitted, and probably through a mistake in copy- 
ing. As Tertull. says: Accepimus tgitur benedictionem spiritalem per fidem 
(Gal. iti. 14, second half) inquit. .... sed cum adjicit, omnes enim estis filit 
fidei (ver.26), H. concludes that Marcion read only the second half of ver. 14, 
and proceeded at once to ver. 26, which R. contradicts. According to H. 
iv. 3 followed iii. 26, and ran thus: Adhuc secundum hominem dico (from 
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ver. 15), dum essemus parvuli, etc. according to Tertull. 0.4: Adhuc 
secundum hominem dico, dum essemus parvuli, etc. Atquin non est hoc 
humanitus dictum, non enim exemplum est, sed veritas. .... Illud autem 
fuit (humanitus dictum) quod cum secundum hominem dixisset (ver. 15): 
tamen testamentum nemo spernil, etc. .... Erubescat spongia Marcionis. 
According to R. the last words refer only to the supplying of the formula 
nara dvOpwrov Aéyw ; according to B. to the omission of ver. 7 (!). Of Gal. 
iv. 4, Marc. dropped yevopevoy ex yuvaixds, yevopevov tro vopoy (against this 
Ritschl, p. 160). He left the most of chap. iv. 21-31 standing, and helped 
himself by supposing an allegory after ver. 24; but he struck out ver. 27- 
30, which passage Tertull. does not quote. In 2 Cor. iv. 13, Marc. accord- 
ing to Epiph. omitted the words, xara rd yeypappevor: eiotevoa, dd 
€AdAnoa. Tertull. also omits to mention it. — After citing Rom. ii. 2, 
Tertull, says (c. 13): Quantas autem foveas in ista vel maxime epistola 
Marcion fecerit, de nostri instrumenti integritate parebit. Mihi sufficit, 
quae proinde eradenda non vidit, quasi negligentias et caecitates ejus acci- 
pere; and then goes on with chap. ii. 16, so that what lay between seems to 
have been wanting. But Epiphanius quotes chap.ii. 12. After Rom. viii. 
ll, Tertullian says (c. 14): Salio et hic amplissimum abruptum intercisae 
scripturae, sed apprehendo testimonium perhibentem A postolum Israeli, quod 
quidem zelum Dei habeant (Rom. x. 1-4). — Atquin exclamat: O profun- 
dum divitiarum, etc. (Rom. xi. 33). Unde illa eruptiot Ex recordatione 
scilicet scripturarum, quas retro revolverat, ex contemplatione sacramento- 
rum, quae supra disseruerat in fidem Christi ex lege venientem. Haec si Mar- 
cion de industria erasit, quid Apostolus ejus exclamat? Cap. x. 5—xi. 32 
was wholly wanting, and xi. 33 followed x. 4. Epiphanius cites only x. 4, 
between viii. 4 and xiii. 8. What 2. and B. answer to this has no weight. 
— Eph. iii. 9: Marc. r@ 6e@, tr 1a rdvra kricayrs, without éy and dia "Incov 
Xpiorod ( Tertull. c. 18). In chap. v. 31, Marcon omitted xa) rpooKoAAn- 
Onoerat mpds tiv yuvaixa abrod ( Tertull. c. 18 ; according to Epiph. Schol. 
IIT. p. 318, only yuvacxi [com. text mpds r. y. abr.] was dropped). In chap. 
vi. 2, he omitted ris €oriv évrodn mparty év éwayyedig ( Tertull. 1. c.). 

° Probably the Marcionites constantly allowed themselves to make altera- 
tions. Origen complains, Comm. in ep. ad Rom. ad xvi. 25, of a great 
corruption: Caput hoc (xvi. 25-27) Marcion, a quo scripturae evangeli- 
cae atque apostolicae interpolatae sunt, de hac epistola penitus abstulit. 
Et non solum hoc, sed et ab eo, ubi scriptum est: omne autem, quod non 
ex fide est, peccatum est (xiv. 23), usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit. 


Early Rise of False Readings. 
§ 35. 


Besides the natural occasions of false readings, the cor- 


ruption of the text was promoted by the slight regard in 
7 
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which the Christians of the first centuries held the letter, 
and the arbitrariness with which many allowed themselves 
to make alterations. False readings crept in at an early 
period, as was then expressly asserted, and is evident from 
the citations of the Church writers. But when, in later 
times, controversies about dogmas, and exegetical] labor, 
brought about a greater regard for the text, this laxness 
passed away.” 


* Dionys. of Corinth, in Euseb. H. E. IV. 23: émorodds yap .... 
€ypaya* xai ravras of rod diaBddov drdorodo: (ilavioy yeyéuixay, A peév 
é£atpoivres, A 8€ mpootiOdvres .... oF Oavpacrdy dpa el kal tov Kuptaxay 
padioupyjoai rives emBéBAnvra ypapay. Clem. Alex. Strom. |. IV. c. 6. 
p. 490, ed. Sylb.: Maxapioi, gyow, of Sediwypevor Evexey Stxatoovrns, Gre 
avro) viot Beov KAnOnoovra 7, Ss tives ray perariOévrayv ra evay- 
yéALa, Maxdpiol, pyow, of Sediaypevos bd ris Sixatoovwys, Gre abrol Ecovrat 
réXevo. Origen, Comm. in Matth. xv. 671, ed. Ruaei: Nuv) 8 d8nAovdre 
oAAn) ‘yeyovey 7) TY avttypapev Srapopa, eire dd pabupias rway ypadewy, 
eire amd rédpns Tway poxOnpas ths diopbdacews Trav ypadopevwy, etre kal amd 
roy Ta éavtois Soxovyra év TH StopOace. mpooriberray 4} adaipovyrav. Ori- 
gen’s own rashness in emendation, in John i. 28. Comm. in Joann. vi. 140. 
Epiphan. Ancor. c. 31, ed. Petav. II. 36: ’AAAd wal exAavoe (6 "Inaois), 
keirat ev T@ Kata AouKay evayyeAig, év Trois ddiopOorots avreypapos. *Op66- 
8ofou 8é ddheirovro rd pyrov, PhoBnOevres nal pi) vonoayres airov rd 
réXos Kal 7d loyuporarov. Scholz (Prolegg.), to support his assertion that 
the text of the N. T. was preserved incorrupt during the first centuries, has 
laid down several untenable positions ; among them (§ 4) this, that the oldest 
citations of N. T. passages often give the unadulterated text. Against this 
observe Polycarp. ad Philipp. c. 1: dv @yepev 6 Beds Avoas tas ddivas Tod 
ddov (Acts ii. 24). D.Syr. and others have this last instead of davdrov. 
In c. 5 he omits in the passage 1 Cor. vi. 10, ob with ABDE and others. 
Further see Tischendorf, Proll. ad ed. N. T. [Lips. 1841,] p. xxv. sqq. 

b Griesb. Hist. text. Gr. Epp. Paul., Opusc. II. 129. Rinck, Lucubr. 
crit. p. 10. 


Modes of their Origin. 


§ 36a. 


The same here took place as in the O. T. text (cf. Pt. I. 
§ 83, ff). I. False readings arose through error: 1. Of 
sight: exchange of letters, misplacement of words, omission 
of words and sentences per 0#0toTéXeuTop, or even repetition.* 
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2. Of hearing; especially through itacism in pronuncia- 
tion.” 3. Of memory: misplacement of words, exchange 
of synonymes. 4. Of the understanding : false division of 
words, false reading of abbreviations, adoption of glosses 
and parallelisms into the text.4 


* Mark v. 14: aviyyetAay for ampyyeday. Acts xxvii. 6: dveBiBacey for 
éveBiBacev. Rom. xii, 13: pyeias for xpelas. Rom. i. 13: xapmdv ria 
(common text) for rwa xaprév. Rom. ix. 11: rod beod mpobects for mp. r. 6. 
Matt. v. 19: D and other Codd. omit all that follows the first éy r7 Baos- 
Aeig rdv oipavay. Matt. x. 23: hevyere els rv GAAny (received text) for 
gevyere els tiv érépav, xdy éx rairns dioxwow tas, pevyere els rv GAAny 
(cf., on the other hand, our remarks on the passage). Rom. xiv. 6: ABC 
DEFG and other authorities drop the words xal 6 pp) dpovdy — dporel, 
&c. In Matt. xxvii. 35, this supposition is untenable on other grounds. 
Luke vii. 21: éyapicaro rd Bderew for dy. BA. Luke ix. 49: éxBaddovra 
ra Saiudma for éxB. Sap. 1 Thess. ii. 7: éyevnOnpev vpmioe for éyev. prior. 

> Rom. ii. 17: t8¢ for ef d¢. 1 John iv. 2: ywadonerae for ywooxere. 
Matt. xxvii.6: xevp for caw. 1 Cor. x. 13: freev (Cod. Alex.) for 
eianpev. 1 Pet. ii. 3: ypsords (Cod. Diez.) for xpnoros. Acts xvii. 31: 
elxoupevny for olxoupevny. Acts v. 19: fyvée (Cod. Diez.) for fvoge. Acts 
v. 36, received text mpocexoAAnOy ; probably more correctly mpocexAiOn 
(AB), in its stead mpocexAnén (CD*E). — Luke iii. 35: payaB for payod, 
gadey for parex. Rom. i. 30: xaxodddous (Cod. D) for xaraddrovs. 

© Matt. xx. 10: avd Snvdptoy nal adroi for x. av. dy. dnv. John xvi. 22: 
yov pev Avrnv for Avmny pev viv. xviii. 7: émnpdrycey adrovs for avr. én. 
1 Cor. xii. 20: wut for viv. Revelation xvii. 17: rd pnyara (com. text) 
for of Adyou. 1 Pet. iii. 13: pepnrai (com. text) for (nAwrai. Rom. ii. 16: 
py for dre. Acts ix. 26: els for dv. Acts xvi. 40: els (com. text) for mpds. 
Acts xviii. 2: amd for éx, and many others. 

4 Phil. i. 1: cuverioxcros for civ émoxoros. 2 Cor. xii. 19: ra dé for 
rdéde. 1 Tim. iii. 16: for @2 was read OS, O, or vice versa. Acts i. 12: 
after caSBdrov éxov ddov, Cod. 40 reads rocotroy by rd Sidornpa, doov dv- 
varoy *lovdatoy mepirarnoa éy caSBary. Rom. vili. 28: after cuvepyei, 
Codd. AB, 6eds. 2 Cor. viii. 4: after dylous, com. text, défacOa: nuas. In 
Cod. Cant. in Matt. xxvi. 60, the grammatical sign rd é£7s is adopted. Cf. 
Credner, Beitr. 1. 461. Matt. xxvii. 35, supplied from John xix. 24. Acts 
ix. 5, f. from xxvi. 14. 


§ 36 b. 


II. The text was altered also with more or less distinct 
design: 1. To correct, beautify, or make perspicuous the 
language. 2 To remove historical, geographical, arche- 
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ological, and dogmatic difficulties, and to introduce dogmas 
into the text.© 3. To follow the explanations of distin- 
guished commentators. 4. The liturgical use of the N. T. 
occasioned additions and omissions. 


* Removal of the Alexand. conjugation-forms elray, #\Gay, éxecay, &c. 
Grammatical emendations: Revel. ii. 20: rv yuvaixa .... ry A€yovcay 
(com. text) for ryv y..... 9 Adyouoa. Rev. iv. 1: Aéyovea (recd. text) 
for Aeywy. John i. 14: wAnpy (Cod. D) for mdnpns. Matt. vii. 25, avrijs 
omitted. Luke viii. 31: mapexade: for wapexddouv. 1 Cor. iv. 6: iva .... 
dvowwoGe for iva .... dvowoicbe. Acts xx. 16: ely for fv. Luke vi. 38 : 
@ yap perpp petpeire for rG yap ait@ pérpp @ perpeire. Matt. xv. 32: 
nuépas rpeis for npepas rpets. Mark viii. 31: ind for dd. Removal of a 
zeugma: Luke i. 64, instead of dvepyOn rd ordua avrov mrapayphpya Kai 9 
yAdéooa airovd, Codd.: ay r. or. avr. map. nat éAv6n 6 Secpds THs yAwoons 
avrov. Removal of Hebraisms: Matt. ix. 8: €Oavpacay for époBnénoay. 
Mark xiv. 25: ovx re ov pi mio for ov py mpocde meiv. Doing away a 
tautology: Mark xii. 23, instead of év rj avaordcet, Gray avagraowy, several 
Codd. simply év +7 avacrdace. Removal of a pleonasm: 2 Cor. xii. 6, 
omission of r: in D*EFG 37. all. Exchange of a less usual expression for 
a more usual: 1 Pet. ii. 20, for rodadifdpevor, Codd. xorafdpevor. 

b Mark ii. 26: ért *ABidbap rod dpxtepéws was, on account of 1 Sam. xxi. 
1, either wholly or in part omitted, or the name changed to Abimelech. 
Matt. xxvii. 9: some Codd. leave out Iepeyiov, others read Zayapiov. Mark 
xv. 25: éern for rpiry after John xix. 14, and there rpiry for erm. John i. 
28, for ByOavia, com. text according to Orig. ByOaBapg. Mark x. 12: & 
€AOy ard rov avipds for dmodvcy tiv dvdpa atrns. John vil. 39: odrw yap 
hv mvevpa dyov; addition, én’ adrois, or de8opevov, or doOev, and the like. 
Matt. v. 22, efx was on moral grounds either added, or omitted by others. 
Luke ii. 33: "Iwonp for 6 warjp avrov. Mark xii. 32: omitted, ovdé 6 
vids. Acts xx. 28: Oeov (recd. text) for xvpiov. 1 John v. 7, the addition 
of the three heavenly witnesses. 

¢ 2 Cor. i. 20, the reading &é for xai rests probably on Theodoret’s ex- 
planation. 

4 Matt. iv. 12, and often, 6 "Ingots introduced ; vi. 13, addition of the 
doxology ; xiii. 23, addition, 6 €yav Gra, x.r.A.; dpny, at the end of books. 
The readings of the received text, Acts iii. 11, rod labévros xwdov, and 
xx. 16, éxpive, came from Lectionaries. 


Griesbach’s System of Recenstons. 


§ 37. 


Griesbach noticed in the MSS. and versions of the N. T., 
and in the citations of the Fathers, certain peculiarities of 
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the text as a whole. Guided by these, he arranged the 
whole mass of critical authorities in three divisions, and 
thereby simplified the examination of their testimony. He 
called the different divisions of the text Recensions, and laid 
down the three following : — 

1. The Occidental Recension, whose authorities and docu- 
ments are Tertullian, Cyprian, Ireneus (Lat. trans.), Ambrose, 
Augustine, &c.; the Latin versions before Jerome, the Sa- 
hidico- Coptic and Jerusalem Syriac; the MSS. of the Gos- 
pels D 1. 13. 69. 118. 124. 131. 157., of the Pauline Epistles 
DEFG. Its character is exegetical, it contains glosses and 
circumlocutions, and is the most strongly Hebraistic. 

2. The Alexandrine Recension, whose authorities and 
documents are Clement of Alex., Origen, Eusebius, Athana- 
sius, Cyril of Alez., Isidore of Pelusium, &c.; the Mem- 
phitico-Coptic, Philoxenian Syriac, Ethiopic, and Armenian 
versions ; the manuscripts BCL 33. 102. 106. of the Gos- 
pels, of the Epistles, ABC 17. 46. 47. Its peculiarity is 
greater grammatical purity and correctness of language. 

3. The Constantinopolitan Recension, which consists of 
the writings of the Fathers of Greece, Asia Minor, and the 
neighboring provinces, from the fourth to the sixth centuries ; 
the Gothic and Slavic versions; the MSS. of the Gospels 
AEFGHS, and the Moscow MSS. of the Pauline Epistles. 
Its peculiarity lies in the mixture of the other two recen- 
sions. It follows more closely the Greek idiom, but con- 
tains also glosses, and approaches the Received Text. 

Griesbach assigns the Syriac Peshito to neither of these 
recensions, and thinks it has been repeatedly altered after 
different Greek MSS. Chrysostom’s text of the Gospels, 
also, he regards as a mixture of various recensions. The text 
in manuscripts PQT is likewise mixed, and indeed several 
documents of the Occidental and Alexand. recensions have 
suffered adulteration. MSS. also, which, on the whole, 
belong to the Constantinop. recension, e.g. Codd. KM 10. 
11. 17. 22. 28. 36. 40. 57. 61. 63. 64. 72. 91. 108. 127. 142. 
209. 229. 235., contain mixtures from other recensions.* 
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* Griesbach, Prolegg. in ed. 3. N. T. p. lxx. sqq. Curae in hist. text. 
Gr. Epp. Paulin. spec. I. sect. II. § 14,15. Hdnlein, Einl. ins N. T. Il. 
‘120, ff: — Earlier hints by Bengel and Semler (§ 46). 


§ 38. 


Griesbach considered only the Alexandrine form of the 
text the result of a genuine recension, which was under- 
taken on placing together the Evayy ‘Avov and the Améato- 
dos (Pt. I. § 21); the Occidental, on the other hand, and 
the Constantinopolitan, as not, in strictness, entitled to the 
name.* These two he regarded as accidental results of 
the negligence and arbitrariness of copyists and pseudo- 
critics. 'The Occidental he derives from the ancient MSS. 
current before the “AmécroXos was collected ; the Constan- 
tinopolitan he regards as a mixture of the two old recen- 
sions. The birthplace of the recensions he deduced partly 
from their origin and circulation, and partly from their 
versions and from the Fathers who adopted them. 

But in this system all is uncertain; for we know nothing 
of the rise of the oldest collections of N. T. books, and no 
critical document contains a recension in its pure state, or 
maintains throughout the character ascribed to it.» 

* Curae in hist. text. § 13. Meletema II. de vetustis textus N. T. re- 
cens., prefixed to his Comment. crit. Part. II. p. xxxiv. 

b Schulz, Praef. ad ed. 3. N. T. Griesb. p. xxxiii. J. G. Reiche, Codi- 


cum MSS. N. T. Graec. aliquot insign. in Bibliotheca reg. Paris. asserva- 
torum nova descriptio et cum textu vulgo recepto collatio (Gott. 1847. a.) 


p- 2, sqq- 
Hug’s System. 


§ 39. 


Hug agrees with Griesbach in finding in MSS. D 1. 13. 
69. 124. of the Gospels, and DEFG of the Epp., and in the 
old Latin and Sahidico-Coptic versions, a text in general 
similar to the Occidental, but unrevised and debased, which 
he designates by the name (borrowed from the critical 
history of the LXX.) of «own éxdoors ; but differs from him 
in numbering the Peshito, and the Alexandrians Clement 
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and Origen, among its authorities.*—- As regards this ver- 
sion, Griesbach yielded in a measure, and acknowledged 
in it a peculiar form of the text akin to the owy; but in 
regard to Clement and Origen he greatly limits Hug’s 
assertion.” 

Later, according to Hug, an end was put to this debased 
condition of the text by three different recensions in the East. 

1. Hesychius, the critica] reviser of the LXX. (Pt. I. § 46), 
he supposes brought the text into the form in which it 
exists in some authorities of Griesbach’s Alexand. recension, 
in Codd. BCL of the Gospels, Codd. ABC 17. 46. of the 
Epp., in the Memphitic version, Athanasius, Cyril of Alex- 
andria, and others. — But the historic evidence in support 
of this recension is very unsatisfactory, for the MSS. as- 
cribed to Hesychius seem to have had little circulation.° 
The form of the text which Hug ascribes to Hesychius be- 
longs, moreover, to the time of Origen, and even of Clement 
of Alexandria. 

2. The so-called Constantinopolitan recension (in MSS. 
EFGH of the Gospels, SVbh Matth., and in most cursive 
MSS., in Cod. G of the Pauline Epp., and in the Moscow 
MSS.) Hug ascribes to Lucian, who is said to have revised 
the «ow, on which the Peshito was based. Against this 
Griesbach has adduced nothing, although the historical proof 
seems also unsatisfactory.® 

3. Hug finds a distinct recension, not laid down by Gries- 
bach, in the MSS. AKM 42. 106. 114. 116. of the Gospels, 
in the Philozenian Syriac version, and in the writings of 
Chrysostom and Theodoret, and ascribes it to Origen. But 
this form of the text is not sufficiently independent, and the 
fact that Origen undertook a recension of the N. T. cannot 
be proved, and is intrinsically unlikely.° 

* Einl. ins N. T. I. § 22, ff. 

> Melet. IT. p. xlvii. sqq. and Melet. I. In the latter he shows that 
Origen used an Occidental MS. only in the Commentary on Matt. Hug 
himself confesses that Clement often follows ABC. § 32. p. 183. 

° After subtracting the passages which Hug, § 36, cites (cf. Pt. I. § 46), 
and which refer to the LXX., only the following proofs remain. Hieron. 
Praef. in 4 Evangg. ad Damasum: Praetermitto eos codices, quos a Lu- 
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ciano et Hesychio nuncupatos paucorum hominum asserit perversa conten- 
tio, etc. (§ 26, note 5). Decret. Pars I. distinct. XV. § 27: Evangelia 
quae falsavit Lucianus et Hesychius apocrypha. Already Semler (ad 
Wetstenii libell. ad crisin N. T. pertinentes, pp. 83, 177) considered both 
of these men authors of widely circulated recensions. Comp., on the other 
side, Scholz (Prolegg. § 29); Rink, Lucubr. crit. pp. 7, 59. 

4 Besides the passages adduced in note c, the following rather opposes 
than supports it. Hieron. De vir. illustr.c. 77: Lucianus ... . tantum in 
scripturarum studio laboravit, ut usque nunc guaedam exemplaria scriptura- 
rum Lucianea nuncupentur. 

© Griesbach, 1. c. p. lviii. sqq. Scholz, Prolegg. § 28. The traces in 
Hieronym. (ad Matt. xxiv. 36) prove little: In quibusdam Latinis Codicibus 
additum est: neque fiius: quum in Graecis, et maxime Adamantii et Pierii 
exemplaribus, hoc non habeatur adscriptum. Ad Gal. iii. 1: .... hoc 
quia in exemplaribus Adamantit non habetur, omisimus. Opposed to it is 
Origen’s own testimony (Tom. xv. in Matt. III. 671), where the Latin 
translator adds: In exemplaribus autem N. T. hoc ipsum me posse facere 
sine periculo non putavi. Against Hug’s view in general, see Rink, 1. c. 

Similar view of Eichhorn,. IV. § 34, ff, save that he does not adopt 
a recension by Origen. He discriminates an unrevised text in Asia and 
Africa, a recension of the former by Lucian, of the latter by Hesychius, and 
a mixture of both texts. 


Dissenting Views. 


§ 40a. 


Chr. Fr. Matthai, who regarded the old Occidental and 
Alexandrian MSS., the quotations of the Fathers, and 
the old versions, as unreliable, rejects the whole recension 
system, and finds the genuine text in his Moscow MSS. 
alone.* 

Also J. Mart. Augustin Scholz declares the Constanti- 
nopolitan to be the genuine, uncorrupted text. The text 
of what Griesbach called the Occidental and Alexandrian 
authorities he puts together, and regards it as the result of 
the prevailing carelessness of the Egyptian grammarians in 
the first three centuries. The Constantinopolitan, on the 
other hand, he deduces from the original text current in 
Greece, Asia Minor, and Syria, and which, through the 
conscientious regard that prevailed in the fourth century 
towards the sacred writings, had been carefully preserved.” 
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* Ueber die sogen. Recensionen, welche der Abt Bengel, der D. Semler 
und der geh. K. R. Griesbach in d. griech. Texte des N. T. wollen ent- 
deckt haben. Leipz. 1804. 

> Grundlinien e. Gesch. d. Textes d. N. T., in his Bib]. krit. Reise. 
Leipzig, 1823. p. 163, ff Prolegg. ad edit. N. T. § 20, sqq. 51, sqq. 
Other views in his Curae crit. in hist. text. Evangg. Heidelb. 1820. 4to. 
Rink agrees with him (Lucubr. crit. p. 2, sqq.). He accepts only two 
classes of MSS., the Occidental (in the Epp. ABCDEFG), and the Ori- 
ental (the cursive MSS.). The former he divides into two families, — 
the African (ABC) and the Latin(DEFG) MSS. He also regards the first 
class as in part the result of grammatical arbitrariness, in part of ignorance 
and carelessness. Tischendorf (Prolegg. ad edit. N. T. p. xlv.) closely 
follows Rink. He arranges the uncial MSS. thus: the African, BCLXN 
PQTWZYT of the Gospels, ABC of Acts, ABC of the Pauline Epistles, 
ABC of the Cath. Epistles, AC of the Apocalypse ; the Latin, D. 1. 13. 69. 
124. of the Gospels, DE of the Acts, DEFG of the Pauline Epistles ; the 
Constantinopolitan, FGHSUV of the Gospels, H of the Acts, I of the 
Pauline Epp., H of the Cath. Epp. He places the Cod. B between the 
Alexandrine and the Constantinopolitan. 


§ 40 b. 


Although it may be objected to this view that it gives 
too little prominence to the distinctive character of the 
Occidental and of the Alexandrian text, and assumes with- 
out proof that the Constantinopolitan is the true trans- 
mission of the text originally current in Asia Minor and 
Syria ;* the other views are also liable to the objection, that 
it is a manifest assumption, that the text of the older man- 
uscripts is of course older and more authentic. The later 
manuscripts also may have preserved the original text, and 
in not a few passages really give it.° 

« J. S. Vater, in Kirchenhist. Archiv, 1824. I. 14, ff. Gabler, Praef. ad 
Griesbachti Opusc. Vol. II. p. xvii. Schott, Isag. § 142. Tischendorf, |. c. 
p. xxx. sqq. — That the Constantinopolitan text has been affected by the 
Alexandrian, Scholz himself (Prolegg. § 52) cannot wholly deny. The 
MSS., which Eusebius procured (§ 28 a, note a) at Constantine’s command, 
were probably prepared from such as Origen had used and approved of. 

> Decidedly wrong are the readings: Matt. xxvii. 49, +-dAdos S€ AaBa», 

x.r.A., BCL 5. all.; 1 Cor. iv. 2, (yretre for (nreiras, ADEFG 23. all. ; 

1 Cor. xv. 49, hopécopey, ABCDEFGI, against gopécopev, B text rec. 

The following are very doubtful : Matt. xxvi. 60, cal oty edpov moAX. Wev- 

Sopapr. mpoveAd. ; 1 Cor. viii. 7, rq cumnOeig, AB, ry cuverdnoes éws dprs rod 
8 
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ei8dd0v, BDEFG ; xv. 44, ef Zorw capa oy. x.7.r., ABCD*FG ; 2 Cor. 
i. 20, 81d xat 8¢ adrod, x.r.r., ABC*FG; xii. 1, the received reading has 
much in its favor; ver. 7, likewise the received (va py trepaipopat, against 
ADEFG; Gal. iv. 31, the readings of the uncials is not satisfactory ; 
1 Thess. ii. 18, duére with ABD*FG is hardly correct. Cf. my Exeget. 
Handb. on the passage. Rink, in St. u. Kr. 1846. p. 402, ff. 


Conclusion. 


§ 41. 


If, in these attempts after a so-called history of the New 
Testament text, we separate theory from actual observation, 
the fact remains, that certain manuscripts and other critical 
authorities agree among themselves and differ from others, 
according to a certain analogy. ‘This is chiefly the case 
with the Eastern (Alexandrian) and the Western, although 
even in these many transitions and admixtures occur. 
This fact, however, we must not seek to explain histori- 
cally, because of the almost entire absence of information ; 
but to complete it critically by first of all collating the 
critical documents more accurately, and more extensively, 
than has hitherto been done. In connection with this dip- 
lomatic or external criticism, the internal must be pursued, 
which estimates readings according to internal grounds, 1. e. 
grounds drawn from the peculiar style of individual au- 
thors.* We shall then find that the oldest MSS. by no 
means deserve unqualified preference. 

@ Cf. Schulz, Praef. ad N. T. p. li. sq. 


II. History oF THE PRINTED TEXT. 
First and Standard Editions. 


§ 42. 


Long after the invention of printing, and the consequent 
circulation of the Latin Bible and the Hebrew Old Testa- 
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ment, the whole Greek New Testament was, in 1514, first 
printed at Complutum (Alcalé), in Spain, in Cardinal 
Ximenes’s Polyglot, and a few years later published. It is 
uncertain from what MSS. this text of the New Testament 
was taken. The passage 1 John v. 7 seems to have been 
taken from the Vulgate.* 

The edition of Erasmus, with a Latin version and anno- 
tations (Basel, 1516, fol.), appeared earlier; a second A.D. 
1519, a third A. D. 1522, a fourth in 1527, and a fifth in 
1535. In the Gospels he used Cod. 2 (Basil. B. VI. 25) as 
the basis of his text, in the Acts and the Epp. Cod. 2 (Bas. 
B. IX. ult.), and in the Apoc. Cod. Reuchlin.; and he some- 
times collated Cod. 1 (Bas. B. VI. 27) and Cod. 4 (Bas. 
B. X. 20). Not until the third edition did he adopt 1 John 
v. 7, from the Cod. Montfort., and in the fourth he used the 
Complutensian edition. The critics are not wholly satisfied 
with his carefulness and accuracy.° 

* Wetstein, Prolegg. in N. T. ed. Semler, p. 311, sqq. Semler, Hist. u. 
krit. Samml. tib. den sogen. Beweisst. d. Dogmatik. 1 Th. 1764. For his 
controversial writings against J. M. Gétz, on the critical worth of the Com- 
plut. text, see Rosenmiiller, Handbuch f. d. Litt. III. 291, ff. Chr. W. Fr. 
Walch, Neuste Rel. Gesch. IV. 425, ff. That the Greek text has been 
altered from the Vulgate ( Wést.), is true only under great limitations. 
Eichhorn (V.§ 112) judges very favorably of the text of this ed. Cod. 
Havn. 1. Laud. 2. Vindob, Lambec. 35. agree with him closely. 


b Wetstein, 1. c. p. 318, sqq. Michaéls, Ein). I. 778, ff. Herb. Marsh, 
Anmerk. I. 422, ff. 


Origin of the Received Text. 
§ 43. 


Several subsequent editions give little else than the text 
of the two mentioned above, with, at the most, a few altera- 
tions from MSS. The Complutensian edition is followed 
by ed. 1. Rob. Steph. 1546. 16mo. (called the O mirificam 
edition) ; ed. 2.1549. 16mo; edd. Plantin. et Rapheleng. 
(Antw. 1064-1612. 8vo, and miniature form); edd. Genev. 
1609, 19, 20, 28, 32; the Paris Polyglot, T. IX. X. 1645; 
ed. Goldhagen (Mog. 1753), with var. readings. The ed. of 
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Erasmus is followed by ed. Andr. Asulani, “ multis vetustiss. 
exempl. collatis” (Ven. 1518. fol.) ; Thom. Anshelm (Bad. 
Hagen. 1521. 4to); Jo. Bebelit (Bas. 1523, 31, 35. 8vo) ; 
Wolf. Cephalaet (Arg. 1524, 34. 8vo); Thom. Platert (Bas. 
1538, 40, 43, 44. 8vo); Mic. Brylingert (1533, 48, 48, 49, 53, 
56, 58, 86. 8vo); Froben. et Episcop. (Bas. 1540. 4to) ; 
Heerwagen (Bas. 1545. fol.); Vogelin (Lips. 1570); Leonh. 
Osten (Bas. 1588. 8vo); ed. Viteb. 1622. 4to. Remarkable 
editions: ed. Sim. Colinaet (Par. 1534. 8vo); ed. Jac. 
Bogard (Par. 1543); ed. 3. Rob. Stephan. (1550. fol., called 
ed. Regia) “c, vetust. XVI. scriptis exempl.”; ed. 4. 1551. 
Svo, with Erasmus’s version and the Vulgate, with the 
division into verses (cf. § 30a); ed. Rob. Steph. fil. (1569. 
16mo). These last edd. are followed by ed. Oporin. (Bas. 
1552. 16mo); ed: Wechel (Fref. a. M. 1597. f. 1600, 16, 61. 
fol.) ; Bryling. (Bas. 1563. 8vo); Crispin (Gen. 1553. large 
16mo. 1563. 12mo. 1604. 16mo); Froschower (Turic. 
1559, 66. 8vo). The Erasmian and Complut. together are 
followed by Bibl. Antwerp. 1571, 72; ed. Plant. 1572, 84. 
fol. c. vers. interlin. Ar. Montani; ed. Rapheleng. 1591. 
16mo; Commelin. 1599. fol.® 


* Cf. Hug, Einl. I. § 57. Exchhorn, § 112, p. 260, ff. § 113, p. 265, ff. 
Rosenmiller, 1. 278, ff. 


§ 44. 


Theod. Beza advanced the N. T. criticism a step, by 
improving the text of the third edition of Stephens, with 
the help of H. Stephens’s collation and some other aids. 
This text being frequently reprinted, especially in Holland, 
gained currency as the Textus Receptus.” It owes its 
reputation, however, only to Beza’s renown, and to the 
fortunate activity of the Dutch printers, not to its internal 
excellence ; for it is by no means the result of thorough and 
comprehensive examination.° It has, however, with reason, 
been made the basis in almost all critical labors (§ 55 a). 

* First edition, 1565 (Geneva), printed by H. Steph. the son, with the 


Vulgate, Beza’s own translation, and critical remarks. In the dedication he 
says: “Ad haec omnia accessit exemplar ex Stephani nostri bibliotheca cum 
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viginti quinque plusminus manuscriptis codd. et omnibus paene impressis ab 
Henr. Stephano ejus filio quam diligentissime collatum.’’ Second edition. 
1582. fol. In the preface it is said: ‘‘ Hos novi foederis libros non modo 
cum variis septemdecim Graecorum codd. a Rob. Stephano citatorum lec- 
tionibus rursum contulimus, sed etiam cum Syra interpretatione.’’ On this 
contradiction compare Herb. Marsh, I. 428, and Hug, Einleit. I. § 58. 
Third edition, 1589. Fourth edition, 1598. Six smaller editions, with his 
own Latin translation, 1565 —67, 80, 90, 1604, 11. 8vo. 

> Ed. Elzevir. L. B. 1624. 16mo. 1633. 12mo. Preface to second: 
‘“‘Textum ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus receptum.’? Unaltered copies of 
the second: 1641, 56, 62, 70, '78. Ed. Curcellaei ap. Dan. Elzevir. 1658, 
75, with var. readings. Ed. Morini. Par. 1628. Ed. Westen. Amst. 1698. 
8vo, with the transl. of Arias Mont. The edd. of Henr. Stephens, 1576. 
12mo. 1581. 16mo; ed. Bockleri. Arg. 1645, 60. 4to, differ somewhat. 

© Griesbach, Prolegg. p. xxxii. Bertholdt, I. 356. 


Critical Collections and Editions. 


§ 45a. 


To English industry we owe the first important efforts 
for the development of N. T. criticism. Brian Walton 
added to the text of the London Polyglot (1657, Pt. V.) 
the readings of the Cod. Alex., and gave, in Part VI, a rich 
collection of variations from MSS. in part not before col- 
lated.* John Fell enlarged this collection in his edition,® 
but has the higher merit of occasioning and stimulating 
John Mill to issue a new and better edition. 


* Among them also the Velesian readings, a work of fraud. Herd. 
Marsh, I. 477. 

> N. T. libri omnes. Accesserunt parall. script. loca nec non varr. 
lectt. ex plus 100 MSS. codd. et antiqu. verss. coll. Oxon. 1675. Fell col- 
lated 12 MSS. of the Bodleian Library, and obtained collations from else- 
where, to which he added, besides those which he found in Curcellesus and 
the London Polyglot, the genuine readings of Caryophilus from Possins 
Catena in Evang. Marci. 1673. fol. Copies of this ed. op. et stud. Jo. 
Gregorit, Oxon. 1703. fol., Lips. sumt. Koenig. 1697. 8vo, c. praef. 
Frank. Lips. 1702. 8vo. 


§ 450. 


John Mills edition surpassed all its predecessors, not only 
in richness of critical material, but also in critical exact- 
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ness, for he first described and investigated the claims of the 
documents. He thus gave criticism a fixed course.* 


* Nov. Test. cum lectionibus var. MSS. exemplarium, verss., editt., SS. 
Patrum et scriptorum eccles. et in easdem notis. Accedunt loca script. 
parall. aliaque exegetica, et appendix ad var. lectiones. Praemittitur diss., 
in qua de libris N. T. et canonis constitutione agitur: et historia s. textus 
N. Foederis ad nostra usque tempora deducitur, et quid in hac editione 
praestitum sit, explicatur. Stud. et lab. Joa. MilliiS.T.P. Oxon. 1707. fol. 
Mill used, not only the then existing collections of variations and Feil’s appa- 
ratus, but made more accurate extracts from the best older printed editions, 
and from some important codd. existing in England. He got extracts from 
others not previously used, and more exact ones from some which had been 
used. To these he added the various readings of the old versions and the 
Fathers. But his extracts from MSS., from the Eastern verss., and the 
Fathers, are in part defective, and in part incorrect. Comp. Rosenm. Hand- 
buch, I. 325. Enlarged and corrected edition : — Collectionem Mill. rec., 
meliori ordine disp. novisque accessionibus locupl. Lud. Kusterus. Amst. 
1710. Lips. 1723. fol. The Prolegomena published by Dan. Salthenius. 
Kénigsb. 1734. 4to. Gerhard of Mastricht used Mill’s collection of various 
readings in his ed. Amst. ex. off. Wetst. 1711, 35. 8vo, with 43 can. crit. 


§ 46a. 


Joh. Alb. Bengrel issued a new recension of the text, with 
new collations. He laid down in his Introductio ad Crisin 
N. T. principles which simplified the work of criticism, and 
gave the first start to the classification of MSS. in families.* 


a N. T. Graecum, ita adornatum, ut textus probatarum editt. medullam, 
margo var. lectionum in suas classes distributarum Jocorumque parall. delec- 
tum, apparatus subjunctus criseos sacrae, Millianae praesertim, compen- 
dium, limam ac fructum exhibeat, inserviente Joa. Alb. Bengelio. Tub. 
1734. 4to. Introd. in cris. N. T. § 26: .... ipsis varietatibus, ut sunt, 
excussis, videndum, quinam codices potissimum inter se bini, terni, quaterni 
et amplius, per minores majoresque syzygias in utramque partem congruant. 
Nam sic via patefiet ad decidendum, id est, ad varietates quae supercreverant, 
resecandas, quo facto genuina lectio non poterit non superare. § 31. .... 
Nam si quis omnem codicum varietatem probe secum reputaverit, per- 
spiciet librarios Graecos in quasdam quasi nationes sive familias discessionem 
ante etiam fecisse, quam versiones extitissent. As a basis for his assump- 
tion of two families, viz. an Alexand. and a Latin, he used Cod. Alex. and 
the old Latin version. Cf. § 22 and the subsequent observations. — The 
Apparatus criticus was published separately, cur. Phil. Dav. Burkio. Tub. 
1763. 4to. Manual edition, Stuttg. 1734. 8vo; reprinted 1739, 53, 62, 
76, with additions by /. Bengel, the son, 1790. 8vo. 
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§ 46 b. 


Joh. Jac. Wetstein’s edition, accompanied by learned Pro- 
legomena, and elaborated with marvellous industry, added 
a multitude of new collations to the stock of critical ma- 
terial, and brought more light and order into it. He did 
not, however, adopt Bengel’s views of criticism. He was 
obliged to refrain from editing the text according to his 
own judgment, and designated the changes which seemed 
to him necessary by signs and marginal notes.* The text, 
as it would have been amended by Wetstein, was printed 
by Wm. Bowyer.» 

« N. T. Graecum edit. receptae, cum lectionibus var. codd. MSS., editt. 
aliarum, verss. et Patrum nec non commentario pleniore ex scriptoribus vet. 
Hebr., Graec., et Lat. historiam et vim verborum illustrante, op. et stud. 
Joa. Jac. Weisteni. T. I. cont. quatuor Evangelia. Amst. 1751. T. II. 
cont. Epp. Pauli, Acta Apost., Epp. Cath., et Apoc. 1752. fol. Ed. 2. 
auct. et em. cur. J. A. Lotze. Rotterd. 1832. large 4to. The Prolegomena 
ad N. T. Graeci editionem, etc. appeared earlier. Amst. 1730. 4to. — 
Notas adjecit atque appendicem de vetustioribus Latinis recens., quae in 
variis codd. supersunt, J. S. Semler. Hal. 1674. 8vo. W. collated, on 
his critical journeys, several codd. anew, or for the first time, as Cod. C. 
He also first brought the readings of the Philox. vers. into the critical appa- 
ratus. His accuracy has been defended against Michaélis’s attacks (Einl. 
T. 813, ff.) by Marsh, Anmerk. I. 435, ff. 

> N. T. Graec. ad fidem Graec. solum Codd. MSS. nunc primum ex- 
pressum, adstipulante Jo. Jac. Wetstenio. Accessere in altero vol. emen- 
dationes conject. virorum doct. undique collectae. Lond. 1763. 2 vol. 
12mo; the 2d Pt. also, under an English title: Conjectural emendations 
on the N. T. Lond. 1763. 2d ed. 1772. 3d ed. 1782. small 8vo; transl. 
with additions by J. Chr. F. Schulz. Lpz. 1774, 75. 8vo. 


§ 47a. 


Joh. Jac. Griesbach’s name marks a new chapter in the 
history of N. T. criticism. He enlarged the critical mate- 
rial by collations and excerpts of his own, and, following 
Bengel’s and Semler’s example, laid down a system of 
principles of criticism (comp. § 37), by which he tested the 
authorities, and improved the Received Text, which he took 
for the basis of his, both on external and internal grounds.* 
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Almost at the same time an edition appeared in England, 
containing the text improved from Codd. Cantabr. and Cla- 
romont.> 

* Libri hist. N. T. Graece. Pars prior, sistens synopsin Evangg. Matth., 
Marc., et Luc. Textum ad fidem codd., verss. et Patrum emendavit et 
lect. var. adjecit J. Jac. Griesbach. Hal. 1774. Pars post., sistens Evang. 
Joh. et Acta App. Ib. 1775. 8vo. Subsequently without the synoptical ar- 
rangement: N. T. Graece, etc. Vol. I. Evangg. et Acta Apost. compl. Hal. 
1777. Vol. II. Epist. et Apoc. complectens. 1775. large 8vo. Griesbach 
collated several codd. (DGL 10. 12. 13. &c.) on his journeys, and gave the 
most important readings in this edition. The complete extracts, however, 
and the collation of Clem. Alex. and Origen in his Symbolae criticae (Hal. 
1785, 93). His critical apparatus contains, besides, the readings from both 
the Wolfenbuittel MSS. and the Giessen codd. Finally, the readings from 
the old versions are in part corrected, and in part increased. 

b The New Testament, collated with the most approved manuscripts, 
etc. by E. Harwood. Lond. 1776, 84. 2 vols. small 8vo. Cf. Marsh, 
Anmerk, I. 451. 


§ 470. 


The stock of critical materials increased still further 
after this time. Chr. Fr. Matthai, in his edition, collated 
more than one hundred Moscow and other MSS., and gave 
a recension® nearly approximating to the Received Text, 
based on these, and on principles of his own (§ 40).— 
N. T. criticism owes still further enrichment to the edition 
of Franz Carl Alter, in which he gives (greatly to the 
critic’s inconvenience) the text according to the Vienna 
Cod. Lambeccii I., with various readings from many other 
Vienna MSS. and some versions.® — Andr. Birch contrib- 
uted his own and Moldenhauer’s collation of many unex- 
amined MSS. (Cod. Vat. C and others), and Adler’s ex- 
tracts from the Jerusalem Syriac version.° 

* Nov. Test. XII Tomis distinctum Graece et Latine. Textum denuo 
recensuit, var. lectiones nunquam antea vulgatas ex centum Codd. MSS. 
variarum Biblioth., Mosqu., olim Patriarch. nunc SS. Synodi, Typographei 
synod. et ‘Tabularii Imperialis, Pultav., Nicephori Archiep., Dresd. Elector., 
Lips. Paulinae, Gotting. Univ. et suae, summa dilig. et fide collegit et 
vulgavit, lectionaria Eccles. Graec. primo accurate evolvit singulasque lectt. 


sedulo indagavit, plerorumque Codd. specimina aere expressa exhibuit, 
priorum editorum, clariss. virorum, nominatim Milli, Bengelii, Wetstenii, 








CRITICAL COLLECTIONS AND EDITIONS. § 48 a. 65 


etiam Knisttelii, diligentiss. critici, apparatus retractavit, eorumque sententias 
examinavit, editt. etiam alias ut Complut., Erasmi, Bezae, Steph., Mastr. 
atque adeo Griesb. Hal., recensionis, ut vocat, Alexandrino-Occidentalis, 
inspexit, scholia Gr. max. part. inedit. addidit, commentarios Gr. cum ed. 
tum ined. consuluit et notavit, Patrum Gr. et Lat. lectiones notabiliores 
memoravit, animadverss. crit. adj. et ed. Chr. Friedr. Matthaei, etc. cum 
tabulis aeneis XXIX. Rigae 1788. 8vo. The volumes had before been 
published singly, from 1782-1788. Cf. Eichhorn, Allg. Bibl. II. 305, f. 
Manual edition. Wittenb. 1803-6. 3 vols. 8vo. The edition of the Cod. 
Boern. (§ 515) was also a valuable addition to the store of critical materials. 

b N. T. ad Cod. Vindob. Graece expressum. Variet. lectionis addidit 
Franc. Car. Alter. Vien. Vol. I. 1787. Vol. II. 1786. 8vo. Cf. Marsh, 
Anm. I, 447. To it belongs Treschow, Tentamen descriptionis Codd. ve- 
terum aliquot Graec. N. T. MSS., qui in Biblioth. Caes. Vindob. asservan- 
tur. Hafn. 1773. 8vo. 

° Quatuor Evangg. Graece cum variantibus a textu lectionibus Cod. 
MSS. Biblioth. Vatic., Barber., Laurent., Vindob., Escurial., Hav. reg., 
quibus accedunt lectiones verss. Syr., Vet., Philox., et Hieroso]. jussu et 
sumt. reg. ed. Andr. Birch. Havn. 1788, fol. and 4to. Cheap ed. 1801. 
large 8vo. Cf. Marsh, Anm. I. 448, f. Eichhorn, Allg. Bibl. IT. 116, ff. 
To this belong, Var. lectt. ad text. Act. Apost. Epp. Cath. et Pauli. Havn. 
1708. 8vo, and Var. lectiones ad text. Apoc. 1800. 8vo. 


§ 48 a. 


This whole accession of critical materials, increased by 
new extracts from several versions and Church Fathers, was 
brought together and worked up byeGriesbach in his second 
edition,» which, enriched with learned prolegomena, has 
become an indispensable hand-book to the critic. It is, 
however, no longer quite sufficient, for soon after the stock 
of critical materials was enlarged. Joh. Mart. Augustin 
Scholz described and collated several MSS.,> and issued a 
new ed. of the N. T., with a critical apparatus and a recen- 
sion of the text, principally after Griesbach.° 


« N. T. Graece. Textum ad fidem codd., verss. et Patr. recens. et lect. 
variet. adjecit D. Jo. Jac. Griesbach. Vol 1. Quatuor Evangg. compl. Edit. 
sec. emend. multoque locupletior. Hal. et Lond. 1796. large 8vo. ed. 3. 
emend. et auct. cur. D. Schulz. Berol. 1827. (The editor enlarged the 
critical apparatus a little.) Vol. IJ. Acta et Epp. Apostol. cum Apoc. 
compl. 1806. 8vo. Cf. Comment. crit. in text. N. T. Partic. I. 1802. Part. 
II. 1811. 8vo. Elegant edition, Leipz. 1803-7. 4 parts, small fol. Manual 
edition, c. sel. lect. var. Leipz. 1805. 2 parts. 8vo. It is a great defect in 
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Griesbach’s edition, that it generally gives only the authorities for the varia- 
tions from the common text, and not for the text itself. 

> Bibl. krit. Reise, cf. § 40, not. b. Prolegg. §§ 41, 43, 64, 67, 70, 72, 
for the list of the MSS. first collated and used by him. Against his criti- 
cal accuracy see Tischendorf, Prolegg. ad ed. N. T. p. liv. 

¢ N. T. Graece. Textum ad fidem testium criticorum recensuit, lectio- 
num familias subjecit, e Graecis codd. MSS., qui in Europae et Asiae 
bibliothecis reperiuntur, fere omnibus, e verss. antiquis, conciliis, ss. Patri- 
bus et scriptoribus eccles. quibuscunque vel primo vel iterum collatis copias 
criticas addidit atque conditionem horum testium criticorum historiamque 
textus N. T. in prolegg. fusius exposuit, etc. Vol. I. IV. Evangg. compl. 
Lips. 1830. Vol. II. Act. App., Epp., Apoc. compl. 1836. 4to. 


§ 48 b. 


W. Fr. Rink published a collation of seven new Vene- 
tian,* and J. G. Reiche of several Paris MSS.> Lobegott 
Fried. Const. Tischendorf, by his edition of the Cod. 
Ephremi (§ 500), and H. Chr. Mich. Rettig, by publish- 
ing the Cod. Sangall. (§ 51 5), contributed to the correction 
and enlargement of the stock of critical material. 

* Lucubratio crit. in Acta Apost., epp. cath. et Paulin., in qua de classi- 
bus librorum MSS. quaestio instituitur, descriptio et varia lectio septem 
codd. Marcianorum exhibetur atque observv. ad plurima loca cum A postoli 
tum Evangeliorum dijudic. et emend. proponuntur. Bas. 1830. 8vo. 

b See the works cited in § 38, noted. The MSS. collated are : Cod. 
reg. 47 (in Scholz, Evv. 18, Act. 113, Epp. 132, Apoc. 51); Cod. reg. 61 
(Evv. 263, Act. 117, Epp. 137, Ap. 54); Cod. reg. 103 (Epp. 140) ; 
Cod. reg. 57 (Epp. 134); Cod. reg. 216 (Epp. 153). 


§ 48 c. 


Carl Lachmann undertook the peculiar task of presenting 
“the text most generally received in the third and fourth 
centuries,” from the ancient Eastern MSS., with the help 
of the Western authorities where the Eastern do not agree.* 
This method rendered a certain degree of arbitrariness un- 
avoidable; moreover, as he did not give his authorities, the 
reader was left in the dark as to the ground of his decisions. 
That this text is unserviceable without authorities, the editor 
himself seems to have perceived; for he has issued a new 
edition, with the critical authorities appended, and the Latin 
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Vulgate (§ 26, note f).> Tischendorf’s edition is more use- 
ful. He here gives the text, likewise according to the 
ancient MSS. alone, in, it must be confessed, a somewhat 
hasty manner, and indicates its sources, although not in a 
quite clear and satisfactory way° Sam. Prideaux Tregelles 
has published a new text of the Apocalypse, not merely ac- 
cording to the external authorities, but with the exercise of 
critical judgment after the manner of the older critics.* 


* N. T. Graece. Ex recensione Car. Lachmanni. Edit. stereotypa. 
Berol. 1831. small 8vo. Comp. the account of the editor in Stud. und 
Krit. 1830. IV. 817, ff., and of Rettig, Ib. 1832. IV. 861, ff. Hall. Lit. 
Zeit. 1833. Nos. 52-54. C.F.A. Fritzsche, De conformatione N. T. crit. 
quam C. Lachmann. ed. Comm. J. 1841. 

b N. T. Graece et Latine. Car. Lachmannus recensuit, Phil. Butt- 
mannus Graecae lectionis auctoritates apposuit, T.I. Bero]. 1842. large 8vo. 

¢ N. T. Graece. Textum ad fidem antiquorum testium recensuit, brevem 
apparatum criticum una cum var lectt. Elzevir. Knapp. Scholz. Lachm. 
subjunxit, etc. Lips. 1841. 12mo. Cf. the reviews by Dav. Schulz, in the 
Jen. L. Z. 1842. No. 145, ff., and Rink, in Stud. u. Krit. 1842, p. 537, ff. 
The Paris ed. 1842, small 8vo, approximates more closely to the Vulgate. 

4 *Amoxdduyis “I. Xp. é& dpxaiwy dyrcypdgoyv éxdobeica. The book of 
Revel. in Greek, edited from ancient authorities, with a new English ver- 
sion and var. readings. Lond. 1844. large 8vo. 

Manual editions : N. T. Graece, recognovit atque insign. lect. varietat. et 
argument. notatt. subjecit C. Ch. Knapp. Hal. 1797; ed. 2, 1813. 8vo. 
N. T. Graece e rec. Griesbach., nova vers. Lat. illustratum, indice brevi 
praecipuae lectt. et interpretatt. diversitatis instructum, auct. Henr. Aug. 
Schott, ed. 1, Lips. 1805 ; ed. 2, 1811; ed. 3, 1825. large 8vo. N. T. Gr. 
ad fidem optimor. librorum rec. J. A. H. Tittmann. Ed. ster. Lips. 1820. 
12mo. Recogn. A. Hahn. 1840. N.T. Textum Gr. Griesb. et Knapp. 
denuo recogn. delectu variet. lect. testimon. confirmat., adnot. cum crit. tum 
exegetica et indicibus histor. et geogr. vocum Graec. infrequ. et subsidior. 
crit. exeget. instruxit J. S. Vater. Hal. 1824. large 8vo. N. T. Gr. nova 
versione Lat. donatum ad optim. recenss. expressum, selectis variis lectioni- 
bus instructum ed. F. A. A. Nabe. Lips. 1831. 8vo. N. T. Gr. et Lat. 
Ex rec. Knapp. adjectis variis Griesbachii et Lachmanni lectionibus ed. Ad. 
Goeschen. Praef. est Dr. Fr. Liicke. Lips. 1832. 8vo. N. T. Gr. ex 
recogn. Knapp. emendatius ed. argumentorum notatt. locc. paral]. annott. 
critt. et indices adj. C. G. Gu. Theile. Hd. stereot. Lips. 1844. 12mo. 
The Complutensian text in the ed. of Gratz. 2 vols. Ttib. 1821. The 
Complut. and Erasmian in the ed. of L. van Ess. Tub. 1827. The Text. 
Rec. with Griesbach’s readings in the ed. of Hess. Bas. 1825. 
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SUBDIVISION II. 


THEORY OF THE CRITICISM OF THE N. T. TEXT. 


CHAPTER I. 


DOCUMENTARY AUTHORITY IN N. T. CRITICISM. 


I. ManvuscRIPTs. 


General Observations. 


§ 49 a. 


I. Contents. ‘While a few manuscripts contain, like the 
Alexandrian, the whole N. T., the majority give only de- 
tached portions, usually the Gospels and the Pauline Epis- 
tles, and many only extracts for reading (Lectionaria, Evan- 
geliaria, Praxapostoli). Many contain the Greek text with 
a translation (Codd. mixti, Graeco-Latini,* Graeco-Coptici), 
several with Scholia. In these, and the subscriptions, the 
lists of sections, lines, and lessons, and the menologies,> we 
find indications of their age and origin. 

II. Form and Material. They are not scrolls, as in the 
case of the O. T., but consist of a number of leaves (Qua- 
terniones, Quinterniones, Sexterniones), in small folio, 
quarto, and even smaller, of parchment, and of silk, cotton, 
and linen paper, according to the age of the MSS. 

* Against the charge of Latinizing (R. Simon, Hist. du texte du N. T. 
chap. 30 — 32. diss. sur lesMS.d.N.T. Chr. B. Michaels, De var. lectt. 
N. T. caute colligendis. § 80, sqq. Bengel, Introd. p. 399, 415) they are 
defended by Wetstein, Prolegg., Mill, Prolegg. § 1220, Semler, Anmerk. 
zu Wetsten. Prolegg. u. libell. ad crisin N. T., Griesbach, Symb. crit. I. 


110, sqq., J. D. Michaélis, Hin). I. 524, f., Marsh, Anmerk. I. 231, ff., 
Eichhorn, V.§ 110. But Rink (Lucubr. crit. p. 5) explains many readings 
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which occur in purely Greek Codd. by the influence of the Latin language. 
For example, Col. ii. 10, 6 (for ds) dora 7 xeadn; ill. 14, 6 (for res) dare 
ovvdecpos. 

> Scholz, De menologiis duorum codd. Graecorum Bibliothecae reg. 
Par. 1823. Prolegg. § 22. 


§ 490. 


III. Character. The oldest manuscripts are written in the 
uncial character. This, however, is not always a sure sign 
of the age. The later MSS. (from the tenth century down) 
are in the cursive character. It is easy to distinguish the 
ancient upright square character from the later compressed. 
The practised eye can detect still minuter differences.» The 
absence of the division into words is a surer sign of an- 
tiquity than the want of accents and punctuation; for while 
accents are wanting even in later MSS., punctuation is 
found in earlier. The presence or absence of stichometry 
and division into chapters is an uncertain sign. The or- 
thography indicates their place of origin. Corrections in 
later ink are to be noted in estimating the readings. 

« Samples of writing in Montfaucon, Palaeogr. Gr., Blanchini, Evang. 
quadrupl., Matthaei, Ed. N, T., Scholz, Bibl. krit. R., &c. 

Descriptions and valuations of the MSS. are given (not only by these and 
similar works, but) by the edd. of Mill, Wetstein, Griesbach, Matthaer, 
Birch, Scholz, in their Prolegg., Excursus, and Notes; also in the introduc- 
tions to the N. T. by Michaelis (cf. Marsh, Anmerkk. u. Zus.), Hug, and 
others. Rich. Simon, Hist. crit. du texte du N. T. chap. 29, ff. Dissert. 
sur les principaux actes manuscr. du N. T., in his Hist. crit. des princ. 
Commentateurs du N. T. Descriptions of single MSS. are given by Han- 
lein, Einl. II. 59, ff., Rosenmitller, Handb. II. 194, ff, to which have been 
added those of the Cod. Vat. by Hug (1810), of Cod. Uffenbach. by Henke 
(1800), of Cod. Diez. by Pappelbaum (1815), of Cod. Berol. reg. IV. 
evangg. by the same (1824), of Cod. Ephr. by Tischendorf, of Cod. San- 
gall. by Rettig. See the following sections. 


Some important MSS. tn particular. 
1. In the Uncial Character. 
§ 50 a. 


1. Cod. Alexandr. (A in Wetst., Griesb., and others), so 
called from its supposed birthplace, and, as appears from 
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certain grammatic and orthographic peculiarities, undoubt- 
edly written in Egypt (if not by St. Thecla), is in the Brit- 
ish Museum. It contains the whole O. and N. T., (except- 
ing Matt. i. 1 —xxv. 6; John vi. 50 — viii. 52; 2 Cor. iv. 
13 — xii. 7,) written in beautiful, square uncial character, on 
parchment, in two columns, without separation of words 
(except that it gives sometimes the sign of a section), with 
initial letters to the sentences, and with punctuation, but 
without accents or breathings. It contains the Ammonian 
sections and the tiTAos in the Gospels, but no division in 
the Epistles, with simple superscriptions and subscriptions 
to the books. On this account Hug considers this MS. 
older than Euthalius, and places it in the fifth century. 
According to Montfaucon and Eichhorn, on the other hand, it 
belongs to the sixth century.* 

2. Cod. Vatic. 1209 (B), containing the O. and N. T. (ex- 
cepting Hebrews ix. 15 to the end, the Epp. to Tim., Titus, 
and Philemon, and the Apocalypse), is written in a most 
beautiful, regular, square, but throughout retouched charac- 
ter, in three columns, without division of words or punctu- 
ation (sometimes, though seldom, the latter, as well as 
accents, has been added by a later hand), without the 
Ammonian sections in the Gospels, and yet with sections 
peculiar to it, both there and in the Epistles. Its peculiari- 
ties of language indicate Egypt as its birthplace. Mont- 
faucon assigns it to the fifth or sixth century, Blanchini to 
the fifth, Hug and Tischendorf to the fourth.” It has been 
collated by Birch (§ 47 b, note c), and before him by Bar- 
tolocct and another Italian for Bentley.° 

* Fac-simile: N. T. Graece e Cod. Alex. qui Londini in Bibl. Mus. Brit. 
asservatur, descr. a G. C. Woide. Lond. 1786, fol. Cf. Woide, Notit. 
Cod. Alex. c. var. ej. lectt. cur. G. L. Spohn. Lips. 1788. Semler, Diss. 
de aetate Cod. Alex. 1760. 4to. 

» Hug, De antiquitate Cod. Vat. 1810. 4to, with a sample of the writing. 
Tischendorf, Bibl. krit. Sendschreiben an D. Schulz, in the A. L. Z. 1843. 
No. 116. Nachricht vom vatic. Bibelcod., in St. u. Kr. 1847. p. 129, ff, 
where is also a fac-simile. 

¢ The latter is found in Append. ad ed. N. T. e cod. Alex. Oxon. 1799, 


fol. The second, first used by Scholz, is in the Paris library. Tischendorf 
(in the place last referred to) compares the three collations. 
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§ 506. 


3. Cod. Ephremi, Cod. Reg. 1905, now 9 (C), a Codex 
rescriptus or palimpsestus (it contained writings of Ephrem, 
which were subsequently obliterated), containing portions 
of the O. T. and the whole N. T., although incomplete. Its 
exterior is similar to that of the two foregoing manuscripts, 
the text in one column, the letters somewhat larger than in 
the Cod. Al., like it with initial letters to mark the sentences, 
and a simple punctuation (a point commonly at the middle 
of the letter, but sometimes lower; a third hand has added 
more frequent points and a cross). Originally it had no 
accents or breathings (these have been frequently added by 
a third hand). It contains the Ammonian sections and the 
Titdot at the end, but not in the text; and very simple 
superscriptions and subscriptions. It also was written in 
Egypt, about the same time with the Cod. Alex. Hug and 
Tischendorf place it earlier, Wetstein before A. D. 542.8 

4. Cod. S. Matth. Dublin. rescr. (Z in Schulz, Scholz, and 
others) contains the greater part of the Gospel of Matthew, 
in its exterior resembles the Cod. Ephr., and is likewise 
very old. 

« Hug, Hinl. I. 282, ff Wetst. Prolegg. p. 75, ed. Seml. Samples of 
the writing in Montf. Palaeogr. p. 213. Scholz, Bibl. kr. R. Taf. No. IV. 
Fleck, Anecd. (Lips. 1837) I. Taf. (Cf. the same writer in Theol. St. u. 
Kr. 1841. p. 126, ff The most accurate description is given by Tischen- 
dorf in the Prolegg. to his edit.: Cod. Ephraemi Syr. rescriptus s. frag- 
menta N. T. e cod. Gr. Paris. celeberr. quinti ut videtur p. Chr. sec. eruit 
atque edidit. Lips. 1843. large 4to. 

> Fac-simile: Evang. sec. Matth. ex cod. resor. in Bibl. Colleg. SS. 
Trin. juxta Dublin. descr. op. et stud. Jo.-Barrett, cui adj. append. collat. 


Cod. Montfort. compl. Dubl. 1801. Cf. Eichh. Allg. Bibl. II. 584, ff. Paul, 
N. Rep. I. 192, ff. 


§ dla. 


5. Cod. Cantabrig. or Bezae (who owned it, and gave it 
to Cambridge), D in the critical editions, contains the 
Gospels in the Latin order (Matt., John, Luke, Mark), the 
Acts (with gaps), and a translation earlier than that of 
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Jerome, in a beautiful round character. It has neither sep- 
aration of the words nor accents, but is written stichomet- 
rically, with many corrections by various hands, and is one 
of the oldest manuscripts ; written, according to Hug, in the 
time immediately after Euthalius® 

6. Cod. Laudian. or Bodleian. 1. (E), containing Acts (ex- 
cepting xxvi. 29 — xxviii. 6), in Latin and Greek (the Latin 
column standing first), is written in short lines, containing 
one or two words, but without accents, and in a coarse, 
heavy character. It has the Euthalian sections. On ac- 
count of its Alexandrianisms, Woide and Hug regard it as 
having been written at Alexandria. Marsh and Eichhorn 
assign it to Western Europe, perhaps Sardinia. Hearne 
dates it in the eighth, Hug in the sixth, or beginning of the 
seventh century.° 

7. Cod. Claromont., Bibl. reg. Paris, formerly 2245, now 
107 (D in the Pauline Epp.), containing the 13 Pauline 
Epp. (excepting Rom. i. 1-7; 1 Cor. xiv. 18—22 by another 
hand), is written in Greek and Latin, without separation of 
words, but stichometrically, and with accents and breath- 
ings. ‘The elegant Latin and less elegant Greek characters 
indicate a Latin copyist; according to Montfaucon of the 
seventh, according to Hug of the eighth century. Cod. 
Sangerman. (E) is a copy of this (according to Griesb. of 
the tenth century). 

* Fac-simile: Codex Theod. Bezae Cantabrig. ., Evangg. et Apost. Acta 
compl., quadratis hteris Graeco-Lat. .... edidit, cod. histor. praefixit, 
notasque adj. Thom. Kipling. Cantabr. 1793. 2 vol. fol. Cf. Dav. Schulz, 
Disp. de Cod. D Cantabrig. Vratisl. 1827. Kipling, Hug, and Schulz 
think, chiefly on account of the Alexandrian idioms, that it originated in 
Egypt ; Scholz, Prolegg. p. xxxix. (cf. Wetstein, Prolegg. p. 31), on ac- 
count of Latinisms in the word-forms and the orthography, and of Gallicisms 
in the translation, and Ezchhorn (V. 189) because it was first found at Lyons, 
suppose that it was written in Southern Gaul. Credner (Beitr. I.) concedes 
the latter in regard to the MS. ; but he regards Palestine as the birthplace 
of the original from which it was copied, and its text as of Jewish-Christian 


origin. It is disputed whether this Cod. is the same as Cod. Steph. 8. 
See Marsh, p. 588, f. 


> Acta App. Graeco-Latina litteris majusculis, e cod. Laud. charact. 
unc. exarato et in Biblioth. Bodlej. asservato, descr. ediditque Thom. Hear- 


a 








MANUSoRIPTS. § 51 5B. 73 


nius. Oxon. 1715. 8vo. Woide (Prolegg. ad Cod. Alex. p. 77, sqq.) de- 
fends this MS. against the charge that the Greek is altered from the Latin. 
¢ Specimens of the writing in Montfaucon, Palaeogr. p. 217, sq. 


§ 515. 


8. Cod. Boerner. (G), now in Dresden, contains the 
Pauline Epp., with the following gaps: Rom. i. 1-5, ii. 16 
-—25; 1 Cor. iii. 8-16, vi. 7-14, Col. ii. 2-8, Philem. 21- 
2); and a Latin interlinear translation. It separates the 
words, partly by points, and uses stichometry, which is 
indicated by initial letters and points. It is in a degenerate 
uncial character, without accents, the translation in Anglo- 
Saxon cursive character. Hug regards it, on account of its 
Alexandrianisms, as a copy of an Alexand. MS.; Matthaei, 
of a good ancient MS., and, from the marginal remarks, 
“contra yood:cxadxoy, contra Graecos,” as made in the tenth 
century.® 

9. Cod. Augiensis, formerly on the island of Reichenau, 
now in Cambridge (F), containing the Pauline Epp. (that 
to the Hebrews in Latin only) in Greek and Latin, in 
columns, with separation of words by points, is related to 
the foregoing, but, on account of its different arrangement, 
is not, as Wetstein supposed, a copy of it, or of its original. 

10. Cod. Sangallensis (4 in Scholz, Tischend.) contains 
the four Gospels, with a Latin interlinear translation. It 
separates the words more frequently than the Cod. Boern. 
by points, and uses stichometry, which is indicated by ini- 
tial letters and points. It has no accents. The editor” 
places it in the ninth century, and thinks that it was writ- 
ten at St. Gall, under the Abbot Hartmot (f 834), and by 
several hands. 

@ XIII Epp. Pauli Cod. c. vers. Lat. vet. vulgo Antehieronym., olim 
Boernerianus, nunc Bibl. Elect. Dresd. ed. a Chr. Fr. Matthaei. Misen. 
1791. 4to, with a fac-simile of the writing. The transl. in many places 
follows the Greek more literally than elsewhere, and the Greek is sometimes 
Latinized. 

> Antiquissimus 1V Evangg. Cod. Sangall. Graeco-Lat. interlin. nun- 
quam adhuc collatus. Ad similitudinem ipsius libri Mspti accurat. de- 
lineand. .... curavit H. Chr. Mich. Rettig. Tur. 1836. 4to. According 

10 
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to Scholz, this Cod. belongs to the Alex. recension; but it oftener (e. g. 
Matt. i. 19, 25, ii. 3, 8, f. 7-19) differs from BCD 1. &c., than agrees with 
them (e. g. 1. 18, 22, ii. 11, 15). 


§ dlc. 


11. Cod. Cypr., formerly Colbert. 5149, now Reg. 63. 
(K), contains the Gospels without gaps, has no separation 
of words, but a point is inserted after each stichos. On 
account of its compressed characters R. Simon and D. 
Schulz date it in the tenth century, Montfaucon and Hug in 
the eighth.* 

12. Cod. Basil. B. VI. 21. (E), contains the Gospels with 
gaps, in a sometimes round and again compressed uncial 
character, with no separation of words, but with accents 
and regular systematic punctuation. The notices of the 
lessons and festivals are by the same hand. This MS., 
which was for a long time at Constantinople, is of the 
eighth century.® 

13. Cod. Stephani n, Reg. 62. (Li), contains the Gospels 
in a longish uncial character, without division of words, with 
imperfect accentuation, and punctuation by two signs. An 
Egyptian MS. of the ninth century.° 

* Specimen of the writing in Montfaucon, Palaeogr. III. 6. p. 232. 
Scholz, Comment. de Cod. Cyprio, appended to his Curae Crit. p. 37, sq., 
hesitates between the eighth and-the ninth century; in his Prolegg. he de- 
cides in favor of the ninth century. Schulz and Griesb., Prolegg. p. xcix., 
appeal to the similarity of the characters to those of Cod. S, which was 
written A. D. 949. 

b A description and fac-simile in Hug, $52. Tischendorf corrects him 
in Stud. u. Krit. 1844. p. 479, ff., and opposes Rink, who gives the same 
date to this as to Cod. Vat. Comp. Chr. Beck, Dissert. de codd. MSS. Gr. 
N. T. Basil. 1774. 4to. 

¢ A fac-simile in Hug. Comp. Griesbach, Symb. crit. I. Ixvi.— xxix. 


§ 51d. 


14. Cod. Synod. V in Matthaei, contains the Gospels 
(what follows John vii. 89 being continued by a later hand) 
in a small and elegant uncial character, with accents and 
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continuous punctuation, in sections similar to verses, of the 
ninth century.® 

15. Cod. Synod. 98 (g Matth.) contains the Pauline and 
Cath. Epp. with accentuation and punctuation. Date, 
tenth century, according to the scholia, written in current 
hand.” 

16. Cod. Reg., formerly 2243*, now 48 (M), contains the 
Gospels with accents and punctuation, with various read- 
ings in current character in the margin, of the tenth 
century.° 

* Described by Matthaei, Append. ad epp. ad Thessalon. p. 265. A fac- 
simile in the Apocal. p. 66. 

> Described by Matthaei after Ep. ad Rom. p. 265, sqq. A specimen of 
the writing in the Cath. Epp. 

¢ A specimen of the writing in Monéfaucon, Palaeogr. III. 8. p. 260. 


II. Manuscripts in the Cursive Character. 


§ 524. 


The following MSS. of this class are remarkable for their 
agreement with the oldest critical authorities : — 

1. Cod. Basil. B. VI. 27, also Reuchlin., in Bengel Bas. 
y, in Wetstein and Griesb. 1, on parchment, in 8vo, con- 
tains the whole N. T. except the Apocalypse, adorned with 
pictures, and of the tenth century. The text of the Gospels 
is the ancient, but that of the remaining books the common 
text. 

2. Cod. Reg. 50, Kusteri Paris. 6, in Wetstein and Griesb. 
13, on parchment, in 4to, contains the four Gospels, with 
gaps. It is closely allied to Codd.1 and 69, but has many 
peculiarities. Date, thirteenth century. 

3. Cod. Colbert. 2844, now Reg. 14, in the Gospels 33 
in Wetstein and Griesb., in Acts and Cath. Epp. 13, in the 
Pauline Epp. 17, contains extracts from the Prophets, and 
the whole N. T. excepting the Apoc., singularly arranged, 
on parchment, in folio. According to Griesbach, it is of the 
eleventh or twelfth century. ichhorn calls it “the queen 
of the cursive MSS.” 
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4, Cod. Leicesir., in Wetstein and Griesbach 69 in the 
Gospels, 31 in Acts, 37 in the Pauline Epp., 14 in the Apoc., 
written partly on parchment, partly on paper; according to 
Wetstein, of the fourteenth century. 

5. Cod. Winchelsean., in Wetst. and Griesb. 106 in the 
Gospels. Date, according to Jackson, who collated it for 
Wetstein, tenth century. 


§ 520. 


The remaining MSS. in the cursive character present 
chiefly the so-called Byzantine text. Remarkable both in 
its origin and its exterior is 

6. Cod. 10 in Matth. and Griesb., containing the Gospels, 
on parchment, in folio, with golden initial letters, and red- 
colored superscriptions and other additions to the text, was 
copied in Jerusalem, probably before the Crusades, from 
a MS. (according to Hug) of the Palestinian recension.* 

7. Cod. Mosqu. Bibl. 8. Synod. CCCXXVIIL, in Matth. 
and Griesb. m, contains the Acts and Cath. and Pauline 
_Epp., on parchment, in 4to. Matth. dates it in the eleventh 
century.° 

8. Cod. Mosqu. 8. Synod. IV., in Matth. and Griesb. b, 
contains the Acts and Epp., on parchment, in folio; ac- 
cording to Maitth. of the ninth or tenth century. Both MSS. 
are very carefully written, and were formerly found at 
Mount Athos. 

9. Cod. Mosqu., in Matth. and Griesb. in the Epp. a, in 
Acts a 1, very accurately written and collated, with scholia. 
Matth., who values it highly, dates it in the tenth or eleventh 
century.4 

10. Cod. Mosqu. 8. Synod. CCCXXXIII., in Matth. and 
Griesb. f, contains the Acts and Epp. on cotton paper; 
the Acts and Cath. Epp. carefully copied from a good origi- 
nal, the Pauline Epp. carelessly written by another hand. 
Date, thirteenth century.° 


‘a Described by Matth. after Epp. ad Thessal. p. 234, sqq. A specimen 
of the writing in Luke. 
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> Cf. Maith. Epp. ad Thess. p. 181; Epp. cath. p. xxiv. 

° Cf. Matth. Act. App. p. xiii.; Ep. ad. Rom. p. 277. 

4 Cf. Matth. Praef. ad epp. cath. p. xxviii. (preceded by a fac-simile) ; 
Ep. ad Rom. p. 264, sq. 

¢ Cf. Matth. Epp. ad Thess. p. 185. 

Cod. Ravianus at Berlin is celebrated as a spurious work. Pappelbaum, 
Untersuch. der Rauischen griech. Handschrift des N. T. Berlin, 1785. 
8vo. Jd. Codicis MSS. N. T. Gr. Raviani in Biblioth. Reg. Berol. 
publ. asservati examen, quo ostenditur, alteram ejus partem majorem ex 
editione Complut., alteram minorem ex ed. Rob. Steph. tertia esse descrip- 
tam. Berol. 1796. 8vo. 


II. Versions. 


§ 53. 


The immediate ancient versions of the N. T. are more 
reliable records of the text than those of the O. T., where 
misapprehensions of the language often occur. They are 
older than almost all the MSS., and are of special value in 
determining the local peculiarities of the text. Their state- 
ments must, however, be confirmed by the readings of Greek 
MSS. to command full acceptance. 


III. Citations of the Fathers. 


§ 54. 

The citations from the N. T. in the old Church writers 
may be regarded as fragments of ancient MSS,., provided 
they are made, not carelessly from memory, but from MSS. 
The latter is the case when the citators comment on, or 
otherwise direct their attention to, the text, and repeat 
their citations in the same form.® 

@ Rules for knowing accurate citations are given by Griesbach, Diss. de 
codd. quatuor Evang. Origenianis. Hal. 1771. § 12, sqq. Opuse. I. 278, sqq. 
Cf. Melet. I. in Comment. crit. P. II. p. xxvi. Scholz, Prolegg. § 48. 
Against Matthaei, Ed. N. T. I. 680, and on the recensions, &c., see Vater, 


Spicil. observatt. ad usum patrum Graec. in Critica N. T. pertinentium. 
Regiom. 1810. 
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CHAPTER II. 


PRINCIPLES OF CRITICISM. 


(Comp. Pt. I. § 117, ff) 


Method and Object of Critical Inquiry. 


§ 05a. 


Tue natural course in criticism is to start from the ex- 
isting common text, and proceed backwards towards the 
original, whose restoration is the problem of criticism. By 
taking the common text as a basis the work gains a unity, 
without which hopeless confusion must ensue. To assert 
that we must abandon the common text, and seek a new 
basis, viz. the text which can be historically proved the 
most ancient; that we must abandon the idea of restoring 
the original text, and hence refrain from using internal 
grounds, and confine ourselves to historic or diplomatic 
criticism,* is, to say the least, very hasty, and demands a 
thorough testing. We might obtain a useful view by 
giving the text according to certain authorities alone (though 
great difficulties beset this undertaking); but such a text, 
which would always contain much questionable matter, 
cannot be made the basis of all critical labor, without de- 
priving the latter of all unity and certainty. With as little 
reason can we set aside the common text and the whole tes- 
timony of later authorities; for ofttimes the later and com- 
mon reading is preferable to the older.” Finally, although 
our estimate of readings from internal grounds may be, and 
often has been, arbitrary ; yet to set this altogether aside in 
favor of diplomatic criticism is wholly inadmissible. For 
the problem of diplomatic criticism will be solved only at a 
distant period, if ever; and, consequently, the application 
of critical acuteness, though so natural, and constantly 
forcing itself upon us, would have to be long, or even for 
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ever, suspended. We maintain, therefore, the common 
stand-point which we have indicated, and from it lay down 
a theory of the function of criticism. 


* So Lachmann and his enthusiastic reviewer, Rettig. See $48c, note a. 
> What shall the interpreter do with Lachmann’s text alone in places 
where it is meaningless, as Matt. xxi. 28-311 


Exegetico-critical Grounds of Originality. 


§ 550. 


On grounds which lie in the connection of the passage, 
many readings must be rejected, for they convey either no 
sense, or a bad one.® 

Extreme caution is needful in applying the standard of 
verbal correctness to N. T. readings, because the N. T.. writers 
sometimes violate the laws of Greek grammar, and oftener 
those of a pure style; so that, frequently, a verbally incor- 
rect reading is to be preferred (comp. § 36. II. 1). The 
same applies to the rhetorical grounds. While in cultivated 
writers we are justified in preferring those readings which 
lend just sequence, proportion, completeness, and roundness 
to the style, we must in the N. T. often reject the more 
elegant readings as additions.” 


* E.g. 1 John v. 7: éy r@ ovpave, 6 marnp, 6 Adyos cal rd dytoy mvedpa, 
x.t. A. Rom. v. 14: émt rovs duaprncarras for é. r. py dp. Rom. vii. 6: 
amoOavdyros for amoGavdéyres. 1 Cor. iii. 2: ofre. xv. 51: mavres peév xot- 
pnOnodpeOa, ov mavres Sé for w. pw. ov Kxoup., mavres dé. Gal. ii. 5: the 
omission of ois ovdé. Acts xi. 20: ‘EAAnuords for “EXAnvas. But the ap- 
parently meaningless reading is often the correct one. Fritzsche and 
Tschdf., Mark x. 12, are wrong in preferring another to the common read- 
ing, because the latter does not accord with the Jewish custom. Cf. above, 

36 6. II. 2. 


> E. g. Matth. v. 27: rots dpxaios. vi. 18: év rp gpavepp. xXx. 6: dp- 
yous. Rom. vi. 12: airy év rais émriOuplas adrov. xi. 6: ef 8é && Epyav, 
x.r.A. Perhaps also Mark ix. 43, 47, cf. Fritzsche; Acts xv. 35. Fr. is 
too hasty in reading Matt. xi. 24 with 5 cursive MSS. Syr. utr. Aéyo col, 
Tischend. with D It. # iptv. The common text, to be sure, wants concin- 
nity. 
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Grounds in Pecultarities of the Writer. 


§ 56. 


The style of the N. T. writers has, like that of the writers 
of the O. T., much variableness and uncertainty ; and yet it 
can be distinctly apprehended (§§ 91, 96, 105, 161, 189), and 
used as a standard of the correctness of readings.* 

« Matt. xii. 14: the reading e£eAOdvres d3€ of Papicaio: cvpBovdrtov €AaBov 
car avrov is preferable to the common reading, according to Matt. i. 24, 
ii. 3; iv. 12; viii. 10, 14, 18; ix. 4,8, 9, 11, 19, 22; xii. 25; xv. 21, 29; 
xvi. 5, 8, 13; xvii. 6; xviii. 27, 28, 31, 34 (against this Fritzsche, ad Matt. 
p. 849, sqq.). — Matt. v. 22: eixy is suspicious on account of its position, 
comp. Matt. iv. 24; viii. 16: mavras rovs xax@s Exovras; ili. 11: 6 dé éricw 
pou épxdpevos ; iv. 22: of d€ ebBéws adevres. It would be hasty to blot out 
(with Gersdorf, Credner) the odrw that follows inv. 19. As Matt. regu- 
larly uses the part. Ac¢yov without the dat. of the person addressed, the 
omission of airo, xix. 3, xxvi. 17, in some Codd. is sustained ; notwith- 
standing, in xxi. 2, avrots must remain. — Luke vi. 3: xal dmoxpiGeis mpos 
avrovs eurev 6 Incods is not in accordance with i. 13; ix. 62; xix.9; Acts 
ix. 10, 15; xxii. 25.— In favor of the common text in Acts iv. 14; v. 32; 
vi. 15; xvi.7; xxvii.3; and, on the other hand, of Lachmann’s reading, 
xxvi. 23, grounds are found in Luke’s style of writing ; cf. Exeget. Hdb. — 
As John does not use the optative, the reading of Codd. BCL, and others, 
xiii. 24, gains weight. In 1 Cor. ii. 7, Oeot codiay is analogous to Rom. 
iii. 5; xiii.4; 1 Cor. iii.9; 2 Cor. vi, 4, &c.— In 1 Cor. vi. 2, the 7 adopted 
by Griesb. is entirely in harmony with the Apostle’s style. 


Historico-critical Grounds of Originality. 


§ 57. 


From the general principle, that that reading to which the 
origin of the others may be traced ts the original, we may 
deduce the following special rules, having reference to the 
modes in which false readings arise: —1. The more obscure 
and difficult reading is to be preferred to the clearer and 
easier; 2. The harder, elliptical, Hebraizing, and ungram- 
matical, to the more pleasing and grammatical; 3. The 
rarer to the more common; 4. That which is less favorable 
to piety (especially of the monkish sort) and to Orthodoxy 
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is to be preferred to that which is more favorable to them ; 
5. That which conveys an apparently false meaning to one 
which seems to give a fitter meaning; 6. The shorter to 
that which betrays itself as an explanatory interpolation, 
or is in general more wordy; 7. The less expressive to the 
emphatic; 8. Finally, that reading which stands midway 
between others, and contains their germ, is to be considered 
the more original.* 
* Cf. Bengel, Introd. § xx1. sq. Griesbach, Prolegg. p. xlix. sq. 


Consideration of the Critical Authorities as a Whole. 


§ 58. 


It is generally conceded that authorities are not to be 
counted, but weighed ; their families or related classes dis- 
criminated; and the evidence of whole classes, rather than 
of individual manuscripts, consulted and estimated. In 
accordance with his system, Griesbach has laid down the 
rules:*— 1. All the authorities which belong to one recen- 
sion, and agree with it, are to be regarded as but one testi- 
mony. 2. That reading in which all the ancient recensions 
agree is to be considered genuine. 3. When the Alexandrian 
agrees with the Occidental, in opposition to the Constanti- 
nopolitan, the oldest reading is authenticated.” 4. When 
the Alexandrian agrees with the Constantinopolitan, in op- 
position to the Occidental, we must inquire whether the 
reading of the Occidental belongs to errors which are pe- 
culiar to it. The same holds when the Occidental agrees 
with the Constantinopolitan, in opposition to the Alex- 
andrian. 95. If all three recensions give different readings, 
the preponderance of internal evidence, and not the number 
of authorities, must decide. 

® Prolegg. p. Ixxvii. Cf. Bengel, Introd. § xii. 

_» The system of Griesbach thus includes the fundamental idea of Lach- — 
mann’s system of criticism, but only as one element in the whole. In most 
cases Griesbach went back only to the oldest text. It must be admitted, 
however, that the oldest text is not necessarily the correct one. 


© Hug (Einl. J. § 146, ff.) gives somewhat different rules, as he makes 
11 
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the old unrevised text (xown) éxdoors) the basis of examination, see § 39. 
Tregelles (§ 48 c, note d), p. xxx., lays down the following rules: —1. The 
reading that rests upon unanimous testimony is genuine. 2. When authori- 
ties differ, that reading is preferable, ceteris paribus, which has the prepon- 
derance of testimony. 3. The testimony of the old uncial codd. has 
precedence of the whole mass of later codd. 4. But there are cases where 
the former codd. agree in a certainly false reading (see $ 40 3, note 5), as 
is proved by its wrong sense, by its want of support from the versions, and 
by its probable origin in error (or perhaps indesign). 5. In doubtful cases 
the testimony of the versions is of weight. 6. A reading which rests on a 
few later codd. alone is to be rejected (?), and so on. 


Critical Conjecture. 


§ 59. 


As the N. T. text has suffered much less corruption than 
that of the O. T., and the materials for its restoration are 
very numerous, a resort to conjecture is very seldom neces- 
sary (as e.g. Hebr. xi. 37) ;* and as the N. T. stands in 
more intimate connection than the O. T. with the faith of 
Christians, critical conjecture can never lay claim to general 
acceptance. 


* In Heb. xii. 15 the original error may be discovered, but the author 
copied it from the LXX. 

> A somewhat different view is given by Eichhorn, V.§ 128. A theory 
of N. T. conjectural criticism is given by Vogel, De conjecturae usu in crisi 
N. T. Alt. 1795. 4to. Cf. Hichh. Allg. Bibl. VIII. 260. Contributions 
have been made by W. Bowyer, cf.§ 46, to which belongs Spicileg. con- 
jectt. crit. in N. T. ad Bowyerii et Schulzii collectionem, in Stoschii Mus. 
crit. Vol. II. fasc. 1, 2. ZL. C. Valkenarii, Spec. adnotatt. crit. in loca 
quaedam libr. sacr. N. T., in his Oratt. L. B. 1784. 8vo; cf. Emendatio- 
num a Valkenario propos. examen instit. EZ. G. Klose. Hal. 1790. 8vo. 
E. Wasenberg, De transpositione crit., saluberr. in sanandis veter. scriptis 
remedio. Franequ. 1786. 4to. G. Wakefield, Silva critica s. in auet. 
sacros profanosque comment. philol. Cantabr. 1789-95. 5 Pts. Cf. Han- 
lein, Examinis curarum crit. atq. exegetic. G. Wakefield in Libros N. T. 
Part. [—V. Erl. 1798- 1803. 4to. 





DIVISION II. 


INTRODUCTION TO THE SEPARATE BOOKS OF THE NEW 
TESTAMENT. 


GENERAL PREFATORY REMARKS. 


RISE OF A NEW TESTAMENT LITERATORE. 


1. Emstles. 


§ 60. 


Wiru the formation of a Christian life, occasions arose for 
a Christian literature. The first who seized the pen in the 
service of the Christian Church was probably the Apostle 
Paul, who has certainly also had the greatest influence on 
the development of a special Christian language. His 
writings were letters, addressed to the communities which 
he founded, and therefore called forth by circumstances, and 
devoted to specific objects. In this kind of writing he is 
the master and prototype. Following in his wake, other 
Apostles also wrote letters, which, however, all (2 and 3 
John excepted) lack a distinctly epistolary character, and 
approach that of treatises. Even the author of the Apoca- 
lypse seems to have imitated Paul. In respect of their con- 
tents, the Apostolic Epistles may be termed doctrinal and 
hortatory writings. 


2. Gospels. 


§ 61. 


The knowledge of the revealed salvation, the “ glad ti- 
dings” (evayyedtov), was at first propagated orally by the 
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Apostles and their assistants ; and their addresses recounted 
also the history of the life, doctrine, works, death, and resur- 
rection of Jesus (comp. Acts xiii. 16, ff). Subsequently the 
need of more exact instruction in the Gospel-history arose ; * 
and this seems to have been the province of the Evangelists, 
while Prophets and Teachers attended to the other branches 
of Christian instruction (Eph. iv. 11). To aid the memory, 
the Gospel narratives were written down. Luke (i.1)” was 
acquainted with several such literary essays. The various 
needs of different classses of Christians demanded also a 
varied treatment of the Gospel. Especially was it necessary 
that the difference between the Jewish-Christian and the 
Pauline tendency should therein manifest itself. In view of 
their contents, the Gospels may certainly be called historic 
writings ; but the history always has more or less the object 
of establishing the faith, and to this the selection and treat- 
ment of the historic matter correspond. The Acts of the 
Apostles contains a continuation of the Gospel history. 

* According to Luke i. 4, we may certainly suppose a xarnynots which 
included the Evangelic history ; that it was neither accurate nor compre- 
hensive appears from the preface of Luke. Théersch (Herstell. d. histor. 
Standpunkts flir die Kritik, etc., 1845, p. 91, ff.) asserts more in respect to 
this matter than can be proved. 

» Cf. Schott, Progr. de prooemio evangelii Lucae ejusque usu in quaesti- 
one de fontibus evangeliorum tractanda. Jen. 1828. 4to. Crome, in Stud. 
u. Krit. 1824. p. 754, ff. Thiersch, ut supra, p. 163, ff. 


3. The Revelation. 


§ 62. 

In the Gospels, a certain affinity with the books of Moses 
and the historic books of the Old Testament may be traced ; 
in the Epistles, the doctrinal and hortatory element of 
prophecy,® in connection with a renovated moral aphoristic 
wisdom ; and thus, as the primitive Christian Church had 
her prophets (Eph. iv. 11), there sprang up on Christian 
soil a shoot of Old Testament prophecy, in the Revelation 


of John. 
* Jerem. xxix. 1-23, the prototype of the N. T. Epistles. Compare 


Baruch i. 10, ff. 
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List of the Best and most Remarkable General Exegetical Works on the 
Books of the New Testament. 


Fathers, Greek, see § 9. Latin: Mieronymi Comment. in Matth., ep. ad 
Gal. Ephes. Tit. Philem. Augustini Quaestt. evang. libb. II. ; Quaestt. in 
Matth. lib. I.; in Joann. Evang. tractatus 124 ; Expositio quarundam propo- 
sitionum ex ep. ad Rom.; Ep. ad Rom. inchoata expositio ; Expositio ep. ad 
Gal. Hilarit Pictaviensis Comment. in Matthaeum, in Opp. ed. Coutant. 
Paris. 1693; ed. Oberihiir. Wirceb. 1785. 3 vols. 8vo. Ambrosiastri (Hi- 
larii Diaconi) Comment. in epp. Paul., in Ambrosii Opp. ed. Bened. 1686-90. 
2 vol. fol. Pelagii Comment. in epp. Pauli, in Hieronym. Opp. ed. Erasm. 
Tom. IX., ed. Mart. Tom. V., ed. Vallars. Tom. XI. 

Later Commentators: Laurentii Vallae Annotatt. in N. T. Paris. 1505. 
Opp. 1543. fol.; also c. notis Jac. Revit, in the Critt. sacr.—Erasmi Rotte- 
rod. Annotatt. in N. T. Basil. 1516. fol. and often. Jd. Paraphr. in N. T. 
Basil. 1517, and often; latest, Berl. 1777-80. 3 vols. 8vo.— Luther’s, 
Melancthon’s, Zwingli’s, Calvin’s Exegetical Writings in their Works. 
Comm. of the last mentioned on the Epp. first Strassb. 1589. Halle 1831 - 
82. 3 vols. 2d ed. 1834. All his Comm. 6 vols. Berl. 1833 - 34. — Joach. 
Camerarii Comment. in N. T. illustrat. et locupletat. Cantab. 1642, — 
Victorin. Strigelii Hypomnemata in o. librr. N. T. Lips. 1565. — Theod. 
Bezae N.T. ex off. H. Steph. 1594. 1598. fol. — Aug. Marlorati N. T. Ca- 
tholica expositio eccles. Genev. 1561. fol. and often. — Bened. Aretit Com- 
mentt. in D. N. J. Chr. nov. testamentum. Par. 1617; earlier separately, 
in quatuor evangg. 1596, in act. app. 1596, in epp. etc. 1583. — Joa. Pisca- 
tor. Comm. in omnes libros V. et N. T., that on the N. T. Herb. 1613 -Q1. 
2 vols. 4to.— Joa. Coccej. Explan. of the N. T. in his Works. Amst. 1675. 
Fref. 1689. — Joa. Drusit Annotatt. in tot. J. C. Test. s. Praeteritorum libb. 
X. 1612. Annotatt. in N. T. pars altera. 1616. — Lud. de Dieu Animad- 
verss. in libb. N. T. L. B. 1634-46. also in Critica s. Amst. 1693. ful. — 
Jo. Creilii Comm. in plerosq. N. T. librr. Amst. 1656. 3 tom. fol. — Jo. 
Schlichting Commentt. posth. in pl. N. T. librr. ib. 2 tom. fol. — Hug. Grotii 
Annotatt. in N. T. (Amst. et Paris. 1641-50. 3 vols.). Opp. theolog. 
Tom. II. Vol. I. I]. Amstel. 1679. fol. ed. Windheim. Erl. 1755 -— 57. 4to. 
— Jo. Pricact Comment. in varios N. T. libros. Lond. 1660. fol. Also with 
Drus. Grot. and others in the Critt. sacr.— N. T. ex vers. vulg. c. paraphr. 
et annotatt. Henr. Hammondi, ex Ang. ling. in Lat. transt. suisq. animadvv. 
illustr. Jo. Clericus. Ed. 2. F ref. 1714. 2 vol. fol. — Weéstetn’s N. T. see $ 46. 
— J. Cp. Wolf, Curae philol. et crit. in IV evangg. et act. Apost. ed. 3. 
Hamb, 1739.—in IV priores Pauli epp. ed. 2. Ib. 1737. —in X post. 
Pauli epp. ed. 2. Ib. 1738. —in Jac. Petr. Jud. et Joa. epp. hujusque apoc. 
ed. 2. Ib. 1741. 4to. J. Ch. Kécher, Analecta philol. et exeget. in IV evangg., 
quibus Wolfii Curae supp]. etaugentur. Altenb. 1766. 4to. — Bengelit Gno- 
mon N. T. ed. 3. per fil. Ern. B. Tub. 1773. 4to.— Heumann, Erkl. d. 
N. T. Hannov. 1750-63. 12 vols. 8vo. — G. Benson, Paraphrast. Erk). u. 
Anmerkk. ti. ein. Bb. d. N. T. 1761. 4 vols. 4to.— J. G. Rosenmiiller, 
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Schol. in N. T. ed. 5. 1805-7. 5 tom. large 8vo. ; ed. 6. 1815-32. — J. Bj. 
Koppe, N. T. Graece perpetua annotat. illustratum. Vol. III. P. 1, 2. Act. 
Apost. cur. Heinrichs. 1809. and 1812. Vol. IV.ep. Paul. ad Rom. 1783. ed. 
3. cur. Ammon. 1824. Vol. V. Part. 1. ep. 1. ad Cor. cap. i.-—x. cont. D. 
J. Pott. 1826. Vol. VI. ep. ad Gal. Thess. Ephes. 1778. ed. 3. cur. Tychsen. 
1823. Vol. VII. P. 1. epp. P. ad Tim. Tit. et Philem. contin. Heinrichs. 
1798. ed. 2. 1828. P. 2. epp. P. ad Phil. et Coloss. cont. idem 1803. ed. 2. 
1826. Vol. VIII. ep. ad Hebr. contin. id. 1792. ed. 2. 1823. Vol. IX. epp. 
cathol. fasc. 1. ep. Jac. cur. Pott. 1786. ed. 2. 1799. ed. 3. 1816. fasc. 2. 
1. et 2. ep. Petri 1790. 1810. Vol. X. Apoc. cur. Heinrichs. P. 1. 1818. 
P.2. 1821. — Herm. Olshausen, Bibl. Comment. tib. sammtl. Schr. d. N. T. 
1. B. 3. Aufl. 1837. 2. B. 1838. (the Gospels and Acts) 3. 4. B. 1835-40. 
(Paul’s Epp. from Rom. to Thess. inclusive). —H. A. W. Meyer, Krit. 
exeg. Komm. tb. d. N. T., to this time 9 sections, to the Ep. to the Philipp. 
1832-47; new editions of sections 1, 2.— W. M. L. de Wette, Kurzgef. 

exeg. Hdb. z. N. T. I. II. II. Bd. 1. Thl. 1835 - 1847, several parts often 
reprinted, to the cath. Epp. inclusive. — Baumgarten-Crusius, Exeget. 
Schriften z. N. T. I. Bd. 1.2. Th. Comm. tiber die Evang. Matth. Mare. 
Luce. II. Bd. 1. 2. Th. d. Brr. an d. Rém. Gal. Eph. Col. Jen. 1844-45. 
Theol. Ausleg. d. Joh. Schr. 1. 2. Bd. Jen. 1843-45. — J. S. Semler’s 
Paraphrases: Ev. Joann. 1771. 2 pts. ep. ad Rom. 1769. 1 Cor. 1770. 
2 Cor. 1776. Gal. 1779. Jac. 1781. 1 Petr. 1783. 2 Petr. et Jud. 1784. 1 
Joa. 1792, with remarks and extracts from the ancient versions. — J. D. Mi- 
chaélis, Uebers. d. N. T. 1790. 2 Bde. 4to. His Anmm. f. Ungelehrte, to 
his Uebers. d. N. T. 1790-92. 4 Thle. 4to. Cf. J. Cp. F. Schulz, Erin- 
nerungen u. Zweifel ub. Michaél. Anmm. 1790-94. 6 St. 4to. — Stolz, 
Uebers. d. N. T. 1. Aufl. 1781. 4. Aufl. 1804. New work, 1821. Jd. 
Erlaut. z. N. T. 1-6. Hannnov. 1796 — 1802, in part a new edition. — J. 
C. W. Augusti and W. M. L. de Wette, Die Schriften d. N. T. neu uber- 
setzt. 1814. 8vo. New work by the latter, 1832, 3d ed. 1839. — Latin 
Translations by G. S. Jaspis (1793 -97), H. G. Reichardt (1799), Schott, 
Nabe, Géschen (§ 48 c, at the end). 
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SECTION I. 


GOSPELS. — 


CHAPTER I. 


OF THE GOSPELS GENERALLY. 


Ancient Uncanonical Gospels. 


§ 63. 


In addition to our canonical Gospels, Christian antiquity 
was acquainted with several others;* and it is in the last 
degree needful to obtain as accurate a knowledge of these 
as possible, for the opinion is pretty wide-spread that some 
of them are older and more original than our canonical 
Gospels. 

* Origen. Hom. I. in Luc.: .... multi conati sunt scribere Evangelia, sed 
non omnes recepti .... ut sciatis non solum quatuor Evangelia, sed plurima 
esse conscripta, e quibus haec quae habemus electa sunt et tradita ecclesiis. 
.... Eeclesia quatuor habet Evangelia, haereses plurima, e quibus quoddam 
scribitur secundum Aegyptios, aliud juxta duodecim apostolos. Ausus fuit et 
Basilides scribere Evangelium et suo illud nomine titulare. .... Scio quod- 
dam evangelium, quod appellatur secundum Thomam, et juxta Matthiam: et 
alia plura legimus. — Hteron. Praef. in Matth.: Plures fuisse, qui Evange- 
lia scripserunt, .. .. perseverantia usque ad praesens tempus monimenta de- 
clarant, quae a diversis auctoribus edita diversarum haereseon fuere princi- 
pia, ut est illud juxta Aegypitos et Thomam et Matthiam et Bartholomaeum, 
duodecim quoque apostolorum et Basilidis atque Apeliis ac reliquorum, quos 
enumerare longissimum est. Cf. Iren. I. 17, — Ambros. Prooem. comment. 
in Luc. only repeats Jerome. 


1. Gospel of the Hebrews. 
§ 644. 


Of this Gospel, we find in antiquity the most numerous 
and certain traces. Several of the old Church teachers and 
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heretics, and especially the Ebionites, used it. But the old- 
est accounts contradict the idea of its being an original and 
independent work, by representing it as apocryphal, and as 
wavering between Matthew and Luke} 


* Meron. De vir. illustr. c. 16: Ignatius — in qua (ep. ad Smyrn. c. 3) 
et de Evangelio, quod nuper a me translatum est, super persona Christi ponit 
testiinonium, dicens: Ego vero et post resurrectionem in carne eum vidi (novtr), 
et credo quia sit. Et quando venit ad Petrum, ct ad eos qui cum Petro erant, 
divit eis: Ecce palpate me et videte, quia non sum daemonium incorporale 
(cf. Luke xxiv. 39). Et statim letigerunt eum et crediderunt. Cf. Prooem. 
ad lib. XVIII. Jes. (see Pt. I. § 18, note e). On the other hand, Euseb. 
III. 36: ovk of8a, émdbev pyrois ovyxéxpnra. — Euseb, H. E. IV. 22 of 
Hegesippus: ’Ex 8€ rov xa’ ‘EBpaious evayyeXiov, kal rou ovptaxod kai idios 
éx THs €Bpaidos Siadéxrov twa tiOnow. The same in the same work, H. E. 
IIT. 20: .... époBeiro yap (6 Aoperiavds) riv mapovoiay Tod Xpiarov, ws Kat 
“Hpodns. Cf. Matt.ii.3. Photii Bib]. cod. 232. p. 894. ed. Héschel : “Hynoer- 
qos pévrot, apxatds re avjp kal dmooroNkds, ev TO wWeunTO TeV bropypaTov 
we ae A€yet .... paxdptot of cpOadrpot tay of BAémovres kal Ta Ota wpa Ta 
dxovorra kai é&js. Cf. Matt. xiii. 16: ‘Ypay dé paxdpror of opO., Gre BrE- 
Movcl, K. TO Ota tpav, Gri dxovet. Luke x. 23, f.: Maxdpror of dpOarpol of 
Brérovres & Bderere. Ayo y. tpiv, x.r. A. —Euseb. H. E. Ill. 39, of Papras: 
"ExreOeirat S€ xal GAAny ioropiay (John viii. 1, ff.2) mept yuvatxds emi rod- 
Aais dpaprias diaBAnOeions emi rod Kupiov, hv rd nad’ ‘EBpaiovs evayyeAcov 
meptexet. But it seems that E. was not acquainted with this Gospel, ef. 111. 
36. — Clemens Alex. lib. II. Strom. p. 380: Kay 76 xaé’ ‘EBpaious et- 
ayyeXio, 6 Oavpdoas Bactdevoer, yéypanta, kaid BactXevoas ava- 
mavOnoerat. Cf. lib. V. p.578: & rem evayyeAim. — Tren. Adv. haeres. I. 
25,4: Dicunt (viz. the Carpocratians, cf. however § 68, note a) Jesum 
hanc dixisse parabolam: ‘* Cum es cum adversario fuo in via, da operam, ut 
libereris ab eo, ne forte te det judici, et judex ministro, et mittat te minister 
in carcerem. Amen dico tibi, non exies inde, donec reddas novissimum qua- 
drantem.”’ Cf. Matt. v. 25, f. Luke xii. 58, f. From the former is éws 
Grov ef év TH 60 -... pnworé oe mapade x.t.A. anv, from the latter 86s épya- 
ciav, K.T-A. .... o€ Badn eis HuAaKny. — Origen. in Joan. Vol. IV. p.63. ed. 
De la Rue: ’Eav 8€ mpocierai tis rd Ka@ ‘EBpaious evayyeAtov, évOa abros 
aarnp pnow: dpre €XaBe pe 7 pytynp pov rd aytov mvevpa ev pe 
TGV TpLx@v pov, kat amnveyKé pe eis rd Gpos rd péeya OCaPap. 
Cf. Homil. XV. in Jerem. Vol. III. p.224. In Matth. Tom. XV. ad xix. 19. 
Vol. Il]. p.671: Scriptum est in Evangelio quodam, quod dicitur secundum 
Hebraeos, si tamen placet alicui suscipere illud non ad autoritatem, sed ad 
manifestationem propositae quaestionis. Dzzit, inquit, ad eum alter divitum : 
magister, quid bonum facens vivam ? dizit e&: homo, leges et prophetas fac. 
Respondit ad eum: feci. Dixit ei: vade, vende omnia, quae possides, et di- 
vide pauperibus, et veni, sequere me. Coepit autem dives scalpere caput suum, 


¢ 
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et non placuit ei. Et dixit ad eum Dominus: Quomodo dics, legem feci et 
prophetas, quoniam scriptum est tn lege: Diliges proximum tuum sicut te ip- 
sum, et ecce mulli fratres tui filii Abrahae amicti sunt stercore, morientes prae 
fame, et domus tua plena est multis bonis, et non egreditur omnino aliquid ex 
eaad eos. Et conversus dizit Simoni discipulo suo sedenti apud se: Simon, 
Sili Joannae, facilius est camelum intrare per foramen acus, quam divitem in 
regnum coelorum (cf. Matt. xix. 16, ff.) — Euseb. H. E. II. 25: "Ev rots 
wddots.... reves Kal rd Kad’ “EBpaious evayyéAtoy xarddrefay, @ padtora ‘EBpai- 
wy of rov Xpiordy mapadegdpevat xaipovor. C. 27, of the Ebionites: edayye- 
Alo 8€ pdvy rq Kab? ‘EBpaious Aeyopev xpadpevos. 


§ 640. 


The statements of Epiphanius,* which are very confused, 
being drawn, probably, not from his own observation, but 
from some Ebionite work, show that the Ebionites read this 
Gospel — which they supposed to be by Matthew — with- 
out the first two chapters, and beginning we are still uncer- 
tain where; and that it was known to him only through 
Greek fragments,® and contained a mixture of Matthew and 
Luke with in part apocryphal matter. 


* Haeres. XXIX. $ 9, of the Nazarenes: “Eyovor 8¢ rd xara MarOaioy 
evayyéXtov mAnpeoraroy (integrum, cf. Zren. Adv. haeres. III. 11) ‘E8paitori. 
lap’ avrois yap cadas rovro, cabas €& dpyns éypadn ‘“EBpaixois ypdaypaory, 
érs oderar* ovx otda dé, el nal ras yeveadoyias ras amd rod "ABpaap dyps 
Xpiorod meptetAov. — Haeres. XXX. § 3, of the Ebionites: * Kal déyorras 
pevy xal atrot rd xara MarOaiov evayyédcoy* rovrm yap kal avroi, ds Kai of 
kara KnpwwOov, xpayrat. Kadovor 6€ aird xara ‘EBpalous, os ra adnb7 
éorwy elrety, ort MarOaios pdvos ‘ESpaior) nat ‘ESpaixois ypappacrw év 7 Kap 
ScaOnnn éromnoaro tiv Tov EvayyeAlou éxbeciv re nal xnpvypa. § 13: Ey 
TP your map avrois evayyedip, kata MarGaioy cvopafopéve, ody Srp dé mAn- 
peorarm, adda vevolevpdve xal nxpornptacperm, ‘EBpaixdy 8€ rovro xa- 
Aovat, euhdperar, Grif e€yéverd res advnp ovdpare Incodvs, cal ad- 
ros os éray rpedrovra (cf. Luke iii. 23), ds Fede Earo yas. 
Kal €AOmy els Kahapvaoup, elaonrbev els rv oixiay Sipwvos 
rov é€mexrAnOevros Iérpov, cal dvoigas ro ordépa atrovd ele: 
mapepxdpevos mapa thy Aipvny TeBepiados eEereEapuny lady 
yyy kal 'IdeoBov, viobs ZeBedaiov, cal Sipwva, cat "Avdpé- 


* Others, as Gieseler, erroneously refer this passage to the Elcesaites. 

¢ Eichhorn, I. 28, considers what follows a subsequently added beginning, 
to justify the title, Gospel of the Twelve Apostles ; but, according to Epipha- 
nius, it is not the beginning. See what follows, esp. in § 14. 


12 


90 GOSPELS. 


av, kal OaSS8aioyv, cat Sipwva rov (nrorjy, nai "lovdsay roy 
"Ioxaptorny, nal oé rov MarOaioyv nrabeCdpevoy é€mi rot redo 
viov éxddeoa, cal Feorovdnads pot. “Ypas odv Bovropae et- 
yat Sexadvo dmoaréAous, els papripsov rod “Iopand. Kat 
éyévero "ladvyns Banrilwv, nat €EnrOov wpds adrov Papiaat- 
ot, kat é€BanrricOnoay, cat wmaca ‘JepoodAupa (cf. Matt. ii. 1,55 
Mark i. 4,5). Kat efxyev 6 Ilwdvyns évdupa amd rptxav xapn- 
Aov, kal (ovynyv Sepparivny wept trav doddy atrov. Kai rd 
BpGpa airod, dnaor, pert dyptoyv, of H yedors Fy Tov pavyva, 
as éyxpts év édaio: (cf. Matt. iii. 4; Mark i. 6.) ta d70ev peracrpe- 
Woot tov tis dAnbelas Adyov els Yrevdos, cal avri dnpidav monowow éyKpi- 
das ev pedir. “H 8€ dpyH tov map adrots evayyediou exe" Ore 
éyévero €y rais npéepats ‘Hpwdov rot Baciréows tis “lovdaias 
(cf. Luke iii. 1, f.), 7AOev lodvyns Banrifwyv Banriocpa peravoi- 
as é€y T@ lopddvn worapa, bs eA€yero eivar ex yévous ‘Aapay 
Tov iepéws, mais Zaxapiov cat "EAtodBer, kat €Enpxovro mpos 
avrov mayvres. Kal pera rd elmeivy moAdd, éemepe, drt rod aod 
BanrricOévros HAGE kai Incods, cat €Barriadn bd rod ‘lo- 
dvvov. Kai (cf. Hier. ad Isa. xi.) &s dvnAOev amd tov vdaros, 
qvotynoav of ovpavol, kal cide rd mvetipa Tov Beot rd aytoy 
év etdes weptorepas xareAOovons xa eloedOovons eis aitoy. 
Kal daovi éyévero éx rod otpavod A€yovca’ cu pov ef 6 vids 
6 ayamnnros, €vy cot evdéxnoa. Kat maddy, éyo onpepoy ye- 
yévynka oe. Kal evOvs weprérXapwe tov rémov pads péya. “Ov 
idsav, dnow, 6 “lodvyns A€yes atta’ ov ris ef, Kipte; Kal ma- 
Avy hovyn €& ovpavod mpds airov: otrés éorivy 6 vids pov 6 
ayannrés, ep by evddxnoa. Kai rére, dyoiv, 6 ladvyns wa- 
pawecoy avt@ edeye: Séopal aov, Kupte, ov pe Bamricov. 
‘O 8€ e€xwdrAvey aitae, Aéyov: ades, rt odtas dort mpémoyv wAr- 
poOnvat mavra (cf. Matt. iii. 13-17; Mark i.9-11). §14:.... wa- 
paxdvavres tas mapa t@ MarOaim yeveadoyias apxovra: thy apxnv mroteio bat, 
ws mpocirov (§ 13), Aéyorres, Gre eyeverd, ghynow, év rais npépacs 
‘“Hpodov Bactdéws ths “lovdaias émi apxtepéws Kaiada, 7rde 
res ‘Iwdvyns dvdépart Banrifwoy Banriopa peravoias éy TO TO- 
rap@ “lopdavn rat ra é€ns. § 16: Td map’ adrois evayyeAcoy xadoupevoy 
meptexet, Ste HAGov xaraAdoat ras Ovaoias, nal €av py wavon- 
oOe rov Overy, od mavoerat ah’ tpdv H dpyn. § 22: Adrol 8é 
adavicarres ad’ éavrav thy ts dAnOeias axodovbiay, HAdAagay Td pyrdv .... 
kat éroinoay tovs paOnras pev Aeyovras: mov OéAets Erotpagapey Toe 
To maoxa hayetv: (cf. Matt. xxvi. 17.) nal avrov d70ev Aeyorra: jy 
émtOvupia éeweOupnoa Kpéas tovtro macxa hayetv pel” tua; 
(cf. Luke xxii. 15.) § 26: daol....dpxeréiv r@ padnry eivar os 6 
8cddonados. Cf. Matt. x. 25. 

» This is manifest from the use of éyxpides for dxpiSes, which, moreover, 
rested on ascetic grounds. Oredner, Beitr. I. 34. 
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§ 65a. 


Jerome is the first authority who had himself seen the 
Gospel of the Hebrews, and in the Hebrew (Chaldee) lan- 
guage. At first he held the opinion, then current also in 
the Church, that it was one and the same with the Gospel 
of Matthew. He seems, however, to have subsequently re- 
tracted this opinion ;* and, indeed, some of his quotations 
have little or no affinity with the latter Gospel.® 

* De vir. ill. (about A. D. 392), c. 3: Matthaeus.... primus in Judaea 
propter eos, qui ex circumcisione crediderant, Evangelium Christi Hebraicis 
litteris verbisque composuit: quod quis postea in Graecum transtulerit, non 
satis certum est. Porro ipsum Hebraicum* habetur usque hodte in Caesarien- 
si bibliotheca, quam Pamphilus Martyr studiosissime confecit. Mihi quoque 
a Nazaraeis, qui in Beroea urbe Syriae hoc volumine utuntur, describendi fa- 
cultas fuit. In quot animadvertendum, quod ubicunque Evangelista, sive 
ex persona sua, sive ex persona Domini Salvatoris, veteris scripturae testi- 
moniis abutitur, non sequatur LXX translatorum auctoritatem, sed Hebrai- 
cam ; e quibus illa duo sunt: Ex Aegypio vocavi fillum meum; et: Quo- 
niam Nazaraeus vocabitur. —Ib.c.2: Evangelium quoque, quod appellatur 
secundum Hebraeos, et a me nuper in Graecum Latinumque sermonem 
translatum est, quo et Origenes saepe utitur... .— Comm. ad Mich. vii. 6 
(about A. D. 392): Qui crediderit Evangelio, quod secundum Hebraeos 
editum nuper transtulimus... .— About A. D. 398, in his Comm. ad Matt. 
vi. 11: In Evangelio, quod appellatur secundum MHebraeos. xii. 13: 
Evangelium, quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitae, quod nuper in Graecum de 
Hebraeo sermone transtulimus, et quod vocatur a plerisque Matthaei authen- 
ticum. xxiii. 31: In Evangelio, quo utuntur Nazareni. xxvii. 16: In 
Evangelio, quod scribitur juxta Hebraeos. — After A. D. 406, in his Comm. 
ad Isa.xi. 1: Juxta Evangelium, quod Hebraeo sermone conscriptum legunt 
Nazaraei. xl.9: In Evangelio, quod juxta Hebraeos scriptum Nazaraei 
lectitant. Praef. ad libr. comm. in Isa. xviii.: Evangelium, quod Hebrae- 


* This does not mean, as Eichhorn, I. 22, note y, thinks, that there is also 
a Gospel inthe Syro-Chaldaic ; but that this Hebrew Gospel of M. is (accord- 
ding to the assumption) extant in the Gospel of the Hebrews preserved at 
Ceesarea. 

+ This refers certainly to the Greek Gospel ot Matthew, whose identity 
with the Gospel of the Hebrews is, however, presupposed. Credner (Beitr. 
z. Kinl. ins N. T. I. 394) considers the passage, Porro ... .facultas fuit, a 
marginal note written by Jerome himself; and that he had not, at that time, 
examined the Hebrew Gospel, and therefore followed the prevailing opinion. 
Were that the case, the passage above must have been written earlier than 
that which follows. 
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av, kat GadSaioyv, cai Sipova rov Cnrorny, nat "lovsay roy 
"loxaptorny, cal oé roy MarOaioy ncabeCopevoy émt rod rera- 
viov éxdAreoa, cal Feortovdnods por. ‘Ypas odv BovrAopae ef- 
yat Sexadvo dmoaordAovs, eis papriptoy rod “IopanA. Kat 
éyéveto "Iwavyns Bamrifwr, nat €EnrOov mpds avroyv Sapioai- 
ot, kat é€BarricOnoayv, cai raca ‘IepoodAupa (cf. Matt. iti. 1,55 
Mark i. 4,5). Kat elyev 6 "lodvyns fvdupa amd rptxyoyv xapn- 
Aov, nal fdvnv Sepparivny wept rv dsogiy atrov. Kat rd 
BpGpa avrod, dynos, pert dyptoyv, oF H yedots Fv TOD parva, 
@s éyxpis ev édaig: (cf. Matt. iii. 4; Mark i. 6.) ta d70ev peraorpe- 
Woot rov Tis dAnOelas Adyoy eis Wetdos, kal avti dxpidav mronowow éy« pi- 
das éy pedir. “H 8€ dpyy trod wap adrois evayyeXiov exa* Gre 
é€yévero ev tats npépats ‘Hpaddov rod Bactrkéws ts “lovdaias 
(cf. Luke iii. 1, f.), #AOev Ioadvyns Barrifwv Barriocpa peravoi- 
as €vy T@ "lopddvyn morapa, bs edXéyero eivat ex yévous "Aapoy 
Tov iepéws, mais Zaxyapiov cal "EXtodBer, cai é€npxovro mpos 
avroy mavres. Kat pera rd eimety moddd, empepe, ott rod Aaod 
BanricOévros HAGE nat “Incots, cat éBanricbn brd Tod “Io 
dvvov. Kat (cf. Hier. ad Isa. xi.) Os dvnXOev ard rod vsaros, 
qvoiynoay of ovpavol, cal cide rd mveipa rod Beod rd dytov 
év cides meptorepas kareXOovons nai eiceXdbovons eis airoy. 
Kai dovi éyévero éx rot otpavod A€yovca’ av pov ef 6 vids 
6 ayannrés, év cot evddxnoa. Kal mddrdev, éyo onpepoy ye- 
yévynkd oe. Kal ev0vs mepréAXapwe roy rorov pads péya. “Ov 
idav, dnow, 6 “ladvyns Aéyes adr@’ ov ris ef, Kipse; Kal wa- 
Avy haovyn €& odpavod mpds airév: otrés €orey 6 vids pov 6 
dyannros, é€p by evddnnoa. Kat rére, dnoiv, 6 lodvyns ma- 
pamrecay avt@ éXeye> Sé€opai cov, Kupte, ov pe Bamricoy. 
‘O 8€ exaddAvev aiTa@, Aéyaov: ahes, Sri ottws €ort mpémov wrAN- 
podnvat wavra (cf. Matt. ili. 13-17; Mark i1.9-11). §14:.... ma- 
paxdavres tas rapa t@ MarOaip yeveadoyias apxovra: tiv apxnv ToveioOa, 
as mpoeirov (§ 13), A€yovres, Gru eyéverd, hyow, é€v rats nuépats 
‘“Hp@dsov Bactréws tis “lovdaias emt dpxtepéws Kaiagda, nrbe 
Tis ‘Iwdvyns dvépare Barrifwy Barriopa peravoias évy T@ TO- 
rap@ ‘lopddavn cal ra é&ns. § 16: To wap’ adrois evayyedtoy xaXovpevoy 
mepexet, STL WAGov KaraArdvdoat ras Ovolas, nal av pH Travon- 
o6e rov Overy, od wmavoerat adh’ tpadyv yf opyn. § 22: Adrol 8 
adavioavres af’ éavrav tiv tis GAnOeias dxodovOiav, HAdakay rd pyrdv .... 
kat érroinoay rovs pa@nras pev Neyovras: wov Oédets Erotpdowpey coe 
ro maoxa hayeiv: (cf. Matt. xxvi. 17.) nal avrdv d70ev Aéyovra: py 
emtOupia eweOupnoa xpéas tovto macxa hayetv pel’ tpar; 
(cf. Luke xxii. 15.) § 26: @agl....dpxerdv rd padnry etvat as 6 
SctSacxados. Cf. Matt. x. 25. 

» This is manifest from the use of éyxpides for axpides, which, moreover, 
rested on ascetic grounds. Oredner, Beitr. I. 34. 
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§ 65a. 


Jerome is the first authority who had himself seen the 
Gospel of the Hebrews, and in the Hebrew (Chaldee) lan- 
guage. At first he held the opinion, then current also in 
the Church, that it was one and the same with the Gospel 
of Matthew. He seems, however, to have subsequently re- 
tracted this opinion ;* and, indeed, some of his quotations 
have little or no affinity with the latter Gospel.® 

* De vir. ill. (about A. D. 392), c. 3: Matthaeus.... primus in Judaea 
propter eos, qui ex circumcisione crediderant, Evangelium Christi Hebraicis 
litteris verbisque composuit: quod quis postea in Graecum transtulerit, non 
satis certum est. Porro ipsum Hebraicum* habetur usque hodte in Caesarien- 
si bibliotheca, quam Pamphilus Martyr studiosissime confecit. Mihi quoque 
a Nazaraeis, qui in Beroca urbe Syriae hoc volumine utuntur, describendi fa- 
cultas fuit. In quot animadvertendum, quod ubicunque Evangelista, sive 
eX persona sua, sive ex persona Domini Salvatoris, veteris scripturae testi- 
moniis abutitur, non sequatur LXX translatorum auctoritatem, sed Hebrai- 
cam ; e quibus illa duo sunt: Ex Aegypto vocavi filtum meum; et: Quo- 
niam Nazaraeus vocabitur. —Ib.c.2: Evangelium quoque, quod appellatur 
secundum Hebraeos, et a me nuper in Graecum Latinumque sermonem 
translatum est, quo et Origenes saepe utitur... .— Comm. ad Mich. vii. 6 
(about A. D. 392): Qui crediderit Evangelio, quod secundum Hebraeos 
editum nuper transtulimus... .— About A. D. 398, in his Comm. ad Matt. 
vi. 11: In Evangelio, quod appellatur secundum MHebraeos. xii. 13: 
Evangelium, quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitae, quod nuper in Graecum de 
Hebraeo sermone transtulimus, et quod vocatur a plerisque Matthaei authen- 
ticum. xxiii. 31: In Evangelio, quo utuntur Nazareni. xxvii. 16: In 
Evangelio, quod scribitur juxta Hebraeos. — After A. D. 406, in his Comm. 
ad Isa.xi. 1: Juxta Evangelium, quod Hebraeo sermone conscriptum legunt 
Nazaraei. x].9: In Evangelio, quod juxta Hebraeos scriptum Nazaraei 
lectitant. Praef. ad libr. comm. in Isa. xviii.: Evangelium, quod Hebrae- 


* This does not mean, as Eichhorn, I. 22, note y, thinks, that there is also 
a Gospel inthe Syro-Chaldaic ; but that this Hebrew Gospel of M. is (accord- 
ding to the assumption) extant in the Gospel of the Hebrews preserved at 
Cesarea. : 

+ This refers certainly to the Greek Gospel ot Matthew, whose identity 
with the Gospel of the Hebrews is, however, presupposed. Credner (Beitr. 
z. Kinl. ins N. T. 1.394) considers the passage, Porro... .facultas fuit, a 
marginal note written by Jerome himself; and that he had not, at that time, 
examined the Hebrew Gospel, and therefore followed the prevailing opinion. 
Were that the case, the passage above must have been written earlier than 
that which follows. 
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tic heresy. He speaks of it as follows: ra pew mAclova rov dpbod Adyou 
rou owrjpos’ twa b€ mpoodectradpéeva. — Theodoret. Haeret. fabb. II. 2: 
Ol 8 Natwpaio: .... 1G xadovpevm xara Uérpov evayyedip rexpnpevor. 
Cf. Origen. ad Matt. xiii. 54-56: Existimabant igitur illum esse Joseph 
et Mariae filium. Fratres autem Jesu putabant nonnulli esse, ex traditione 
Hebraeorum sumta occasione, ex Evangelio quod titulum habet juxta Petrum, . 
aut ex libro Jacobi. De principiis I. prooem. § 8: Si quis velit nobis pro- 
ferre ex illo libello, qui Petr doctrina appellatur .... non sum daemonium 
incorporeum (cf. Hieron. De vir. ill. Ignat.). Euseb. III. 25, numbers; this 
Gospel among the heretical writings. — According to Credner, as above, p. 
412, it formed the basis of the Gospel of the Hebrews. 

Cf., besides, on the Gospel of the Hebrews, Grade, Spicil. patr. I. p. 25, 
sqq. Fabric. Cod. apocr. N. T. p. 346, sqq., where the fragments have been 
collected. Rich. Simon, Hist. crit. du texte du N. T. ch. 7,8. Mati Exa- 
men hist. crit. c. 7, 8 Mill, Prolegg. n.45, ff. Michaelis, Einl. in d. 
N. T. II. 1004, ff. Paulus, Exeget. krit. Abh. 1784. Ch. Fr. Weber, 
Beitr. z. Gesch. d. neutest. Kanons, 1791. 8vo. Jd. Ueber das Ev. d. 
Hebr. 1806. 8vo. 


2. Justin’s Gospel. 


§ 66 a. 


Justin Martyr (born A. D. 89, died 163), in his writings, 
often adduces from the Gospel history both deeds and say- 
ings of Jesus and others. The latter bear distinct resem- 
blance to corresponding passages in our Gospels, especially 
in Matthew and Luke, seldom in John, and are related to 
them as follows :—1. Several, but not many, agree word 
for word;* 2. Others agree in the matter, but differ in using 
similar words and combinations, in misplacing and omit- 
ting; 3. Others give the thought only in general, or ap- 
proximately ;° 4, Others, in fine, give the contents of several 
passages and various sayings brought together.! 
® a. Dial.c. Tryph. p.301, ed. Col. Cf. Matt. viii. 11,12: Aéyo 3d¢€ 

"Hover dé dvaroday cai Svopav, piv, dre moddol amd dvaroAdy .... 

kat dvax\Onoovra peta “ABpaap éovat, x. t-X. , 

kat “Ioaak nat “laxoB év rq Bact 

Aeia Tay ovpavav’ of 8é viol ris 

Bacidreias éxBAnOnoovra eis rd 


oxdéros 7d e€wrepov. Cf. pp. 349, 
370. 


B. Ib. p. 333: "Eay py meproceton tpav 7 dixasocvwn mAeloy rdy ypauparéay 
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§ 65a. 


_- erome is the first authority who had himself seen the 
«. pel of the Hebrews, and in the Hebrew (Chaldee) lan- 
“ -e. At first he held the opinion, then current also in 
‘hurch, that it was one and the same with the Gospel 
. tthew. He seems, however, to have subsequently re- 

_.. ° this opinion ;® and, indeed, some of his quotations 

.-’ tle or no affinity with the latter Gospel.® 

‘Gr. il. (about A. D. 392), c. 3: Matthaeus.... primus in Judaea 

_ .« ” 4 qui ex circumcisione crediderant, Evangelium Christi Hebraicis 
ot **" isque composuit: quod quis postea in Graecum transtulerit, non 
..° ". est. Porro ipsum Hebraicum* habetur usque hodte in Caesarien- 
_ = °° ,quam Pamphilus Martyr studiosissime confecitt. Mihi quoque 
* guiin Beroca urbe Syriae hoc volumine utuntur, describendi fa- 

'. © “n quot animadvertendum, quod ubicunque Evangelista, sive 
aS a sive ex persona Domini Salvatoris, veteris scripturae testi- 

. -7  *,non sequatur LXX translatorum auctoritatem, sed Hebrai- 
-- ° ila duo sunt: Ex Aegypto vocavi filitum meum; et: Quo- 

- + vocabitur.—Ib.c.2: Evangelium quoque, quod appellatur 

-: > geos, et a me nuper in Graecum Latinumque sermonem 
“uo et Origenes saepe utitur... .— Comm. ad Mich. vii. 6 
2 _ 2): Qui crediderit Evangelio, quod secundum Hebraeos 
' «stulimus... .— About A. D. 398, in his Comm. ad Matt. 
““Ugelio, quod appellatur secundum Hebraeos. xii. 13: 
_ utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitae, quod nuper in Graecum de 
transtulimus, et quod vocatur a plerisque Matthaei authen- 

In Evangelio, quo utuntur Nazareni. xxvii. 16: In 
‘ribitur juxta Hebraeos. — After A. D. 406, in his Comm. 

1 Evangelium, quod Hebraeo sermone conscriptum legunt 

In Evangelio, quod juxta Hebraeos scriptum Nazaraei 

d libr. comm. in Isa. xviii.: Evangelium, quod Hebrae- 
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mean, as Hichhorn, I. 22, note y, thinks, that there is also 
'-Chaldaic ; but that this Hebrew Gospel of M. is (accord- 
ion) extant in the Gospel of the Hebrews preserved at 
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pera roy 800 repPhOnvac eis 
TO ali@ytoy rip. 


n- Ib. “Os yapet dmodeAuperny ad’ 
é€répov avipds, porxarat. 


@ 
6. Ib. Eloi rives, oirwes edvovxicOn- 
€ “~ > ’ . > A a 
cav ind Tay avOparwv: eiai dé ot 
> , 2 a + OY 8 4 
eyerOnoav eivotyo- eici de ot 
> ¢ e ‘ A A ’ 
evvovxtcay éavtovs dia tTHv Bacrei- 
aA ? A A) > , 
av Tév ovpavav. TLAnyv ov mav- 
TES TOUTO XxwpOvELY. 


t. Ib. p. 62: El dyamare rovs 
dyam@vras vas, Ti katvoyv mot- 
etre; Kat yap of mépyvot rov- 
TO Tovovot. 

x. Ib. Wavri r@ airotyr didore, 
kai rov BovAdpevov daveica- 
oOat pn awootpagdire: ei yap 
Saveifere rap Sv édmifere AaPew, 
Ti Katvoyv ToLetre; TOUTO kal Of 
TeA@vat moovery. 

A. Ib. “Ypeis dé py Onoavpicere 
€avrots emt trys ys, Gov ons Kal 
Bpa@ots adavifes cat Anorai dt0- 
pvacovot: Onoavpifere S€ Eavurois 
év trois ovpavois, drov odre ons 
ovre Bpdots ddaviter. 


pe» Ib. Ti yap apedctrat dvOpwros, dy 
rov xéopov GAov Kepdnoy, thy dé 

“ puxyny dmoréon; fh ri doce av- 
TiS avrda\daypa; 

y. Ib. ViveoOe S€ xpnoroi xa oi- 
ktippoves, @s nal 6 maTnp tpov 
Xpnotes €ore kal .oixrippwy: Kat 


BAO eis yeevvay. Cf., how- 
ever, Matt. xvill. 9: .... KaAdy oot 
povodbarpor eis thy Cwnv cioedOeiv, 7 
dv0 oPbadpots Exovra BAnOjvat cis THY 
yeevvay Tov mupés. 

Matt. v. 32: .... ds dy dmodton 
THY ‘yuvaika avrov. .... motet av’rny 
potyaoba Kal ds éay amoAeduperny 
yapnon, porxarac. 

Matt. xix. 12: eiot yap evvodyor, 
oirives éx KotAias pnrpos éyevynOnoay 
ouTw’ Kal elow evvovyxot, oiTiWes ev- 
youxia@noay imo tay avOporayv: Kai 
elow edyodyot, oirives evvovyioay éav- 
tous dia tiv Baoweiay ray ovpavar. 
‘O Suvdpevos xowpetv, xopei- 
TO. 

Matt. v.46: "Eady ydp dyarn- 
onTe ToUs dyarayras byas, riva pi- 
oOdv Exere; ovyxt nal of reAG- 
vat TO avrTo Tova; 

Matt. v. 42: T@ airotvri ce didov * 
kat tov OéXovta amd aov* 8a- 
veicacOa pi) dwoorpadys. Luke 
vi. 34: Kal edv SaveiCere rap’ dv éA- 
mifere amrokaBelv, Tota Umiy xapis 
€ori; 

Matt. iv. 19: M7 @noaupicere bpiv 
O@noavpovs emt ths ys, Srov ons 
kat Boots adavifea, cai Grou KXeE- 
atat dwopvocovot kal KA€mrovae: 
Onoaupifere SE Upiv Onaoavpovs ev 
ovpav@, Grov ote ans otre Bpacis 
adavifer, kal Grou KkXémrae ov Se- 
opvagovaty ovbé KAérrovoty. 

Matt. xvi. 26: Ti yap ad. avOp., 
€av tT. Kdop. GA. Kepd., THv dé yoy. 
avrov (npiwOn; H ri Boo. ar 
O@pwmos avr. tis Wuxis airov; 

Luke vi. 36: TiveoOe ody oixrippo- 
ves, KaOws Kal 6 matnp tpar oixtip- 
pov dori. Matt. v.45: .... dre roy 





* amd cov is wanting in D. cant. Clem. Cypr. 
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roy yAtoy atrov avaréAAe ém 
dpaprodovs cal dtxaiovs cal 
WOVNPOUS. 
TiveoOe xpnorot Kat olxrippo- 
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FAcoy avrovd avaréhAe: em movnpods 
ral dyaOouvs, nal Bpéxes emi 


(Dial. c. Tr. p.324: Sexalous nat adixous. 


ves, as kal 6 trarip Uuay 6 ovpanos. Kal mavroxpatopa Gedy xpnordy Kal 
olxrippova épGpey, tov HALoy avrov dvareAXovra em dxapiorous Kai dixalous, 
cat Bpexovra én daious xai rovnpovs.) 


€. Apol. II. p.63: TQ rimrovri cov 
tiv osaydva mdpexe xat tiv ZAAnv: 
kal rov atpoyrd cov roy yirdva h Td 
iudriov pi) kodvons. 

o. Ib. Havrl 8¢ dyyapevorri 
oot pidtoy, dxoAovOnaoy dvo. 


w. Ib. Aapwarw d¢ tpay ra cada 
€pya eumpoobey rav avOporay, 
iva BrXérovres Oavpdlace rov 
marépa tpay roy ey Tols ovpavois. * 


p- Ib. p. 95: Ov8els ~yva rdv ra- 
répa et pt) 6 vids, ovde rév vidy et 
pi) 6 marnp, Kai ols dy droxakiwy 
6 vids. (So p. 96, only at last: 
6 vids aroxad. So also Clem. Hom., 
also Orig.) Dial. c. Tr. p. 326: 


Tlavra pot mapadedoras tro rod ma- 


Luke vi. 29: T@ rimrovri ce ém 
riy ouydva mapexe Kal thy aAAny* 
kal amd Tov alpovrés gov rd iuarioy 
cal roy xiTdva py KwAVOTS: 

Matt. v. 41: Kal doris oe dy- 
yapevoes pittoy ev, Umaye per’ 
avrod dvo. 

Matt. v. 16: Ovr@ Aapydro rd 
hos tpav Eprpod ber rav avOpo- 
nov, Oras Owe Opey ra Kara 
épya, kal d0€dcwct rdv marépa 
tuay rov éy rots ovpavois. 

Matt. xi. 27: Tlavyra pot mapedd6n 
td tov marpés pou’ Kal ovdels emiyt- 
vooxer Tov vidy ei un 6 marnp* avde 
roy marépa tis emtywwoone el pr) 6 
vids, kal @ éay BovAnras 6 vids dro- 


cadvypar.* 


rpés, xal ovd. yevdoxet T. mar. et pi) vids, ovde r. vidy ef py) 6 marnp, 


kal ols dy 6 vids droxadiyy. 

o. Dial. c. Tr. p. 235: Téypanrac: 6 
oixds prov olkos mpogevyys €orev: 
tpets O€ wemotnKare avroy onn- 
Aatoy Anoray * 

r. Ib. Tachoe xexoviapevar, &€a- 
Bev havdpevar & patos, Eowber de 
yepovres Goréoy vexpar. 


v. Ib. p. 301: ‘Yadyere els ro 
axdros ro é€wrepoy, & nroi- 
pacey 6 marnp Te catravg xal 
Trois ayyéXots avrou. 


Matt. xxi. 13: Teyp. .... eA On- 
werat* tyeis dé atrdyv é€rosnoa- 
ret omnraoy Anordy. 


Matt. xxiii. 17: Tlapopoafere ra- 
ois Kexovapevots, oirwves ef. pev 
dalvovrat apaia, €o. b€ yépovorw 
oor. vexp. kal maons axabapcias. 

Matt. xxv. 41: TlopevecOe ar 
€uov of xarnpapevos els TO mip ro 
aldycovt rd nrotpacpévoy|| rq 
dcaBdrAw kal rois dyyéAots avrov. 





* 6 ulds droxadtwWy Clem. sexies, Orig. quater, Iren. semel, Tertull. 


t merownxare 1. Orig. bis. 


t rd éfdrepoy Cod. 40, els r. oxdr. r. €€. Clem. Hom. XIX. 2. 
| 8 Hrofuacey é warnp D. 1. al. 1 . Clem. Al. Iren.al. Clem. Hom. XIX. 2. 


13 
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d. Ib. p. 326: Idrep, ef duvardy core, 
mapedbérm TO ToTHptoy TovTO 
am é€pov, (p.331: mapedOera, ef 
duvardy, TO mroTHpioy TovTo.) (Kat 
pera TovTo evydpuevos Aeyet*) py Os 
éya BovAopat, GAN ws ov Gees. 


GOSPELS. 


Matt. xxvii. 39: Idrep pov, ef 
Suvardy eort, mapedOero am’ epod 
ro woTnpltoy TovTo* MANY OvX 
a@s éya BédXw, GAN as ov. 


See also Dial. c. Tryph. p. 253, cf. Matt. vii. 15; p. 213, ef. Matt. xxiv. 


11; Apol. II. p. 62, cf. Matt. ix. 13, 


Luke vi. 34; p. 63, cf. Matt. vi. 1; 


Dial. c. Tr. p. 302 and 327, cf. Luke ix. 22; ib. p. 301, cf. Luke x. 19; 


ib. p. 235, cf. Luke xi. 52. 


The following quotations differ still more widely :— 


x: Apol. IT. p.63: Mi opdonre dros. 
“Eoto 8¢ tuay rd vat val, cal ro od 
ov: * 76 d€ meptocdy ToUTwY Ex TOU 
qrovnpov. 


y. Ib. HpocedOdvros airg rivds eat 
eimdvros* di8doxade ayabé, drexpi- 
varo Aeywv: ovdels ayabos ei jay 
pdvos 6 beds, 6 rromnoas ra mayra. 
(Dial.c. Tr. p. 328: Aéyovros aira 
rwés Siddoxae ayabe, amexpivaro* 
ri pe A€yets dyabdv; eis cor aya- 
O6s, 6 ratrnp pov év rots ovpavois.) 

© a. Apol. II. p. 63: “Os 8 ay 
GpytcO7, evoxds €aoriy els ro 
WUp- 


Matt. v. 34: "Ey d¢ Acyw dpiv, 
py opdoa dAws .... 35... 
36. ...., 37. "Eorw b8€ 6 Adyos 
tyav: vat vai,f od od: ro 8é repto- 
Gov TOUTwY EK TOU TrovNpoDd EaTty. 

Matt. xix. 16: Kat l8od els mpoo- 
ebay eiev aitp: SSdoxade ayale, 
ri dyaboy rroinow, iva fyw (wiv aidu- 
ov; ‘O b€ eimev aira: ti pe épwras 
mept rov ayadov; (Luke xviii. 19: 
ri pe A€yers dyabdy;) els dotw 6 aya- 
Ads. Ei dé OéXets, x-t-A. (Luke ov- 
Seis dyabds ef pt eis, 6 Oeds.) 

Matt. v. 22: Tas 6 dpyefdpe- 
vos T@ GdeAPO@ atrod eixy, 
évoxos €orat ty Kpice. “Os 8 dy 
einy te adeAh@ atrovd paxd, evoxos 


€orat r@ ovvedpin: bs 8 dv ein pope, evoxos ora eis rv ydevvay 


rov wupds. 

B. Ib. p. 64: “Os yap dxoves pov, Kar 
motes & N€yw, akovet Tov drocrtei- 
Aayrds pe. 


y- Ib. “Qe mréov Edanev 5 Oeds, wEov 


? > » 9 An 
kat dmawrnOnoerat wap’ avrov. 


8. Ib. p. 66: Ta ddtvara mapa avOpa- 
mots, Suvara mapa bed. 


Luke x. 16: ‘O drovov byay epov 
> ? Q > ” e¢ «a > A > 
axovet> kat 6 adOerGv tpas eye abe- 
recs} 6 de eué dOerdy Gberet roy dro- 
oreiXayra pe. 

Luke xii. 48: Tavri 8¢ & €860n 

Ud A o > ’ A 
MWOAV, TOAY CytnOnoerar map avrov: 
Kat @ mapéOevro modu, meptacdrepoy 
airnoovow avrdv. 

Matt. xix. 26: Tapa avOpmrors rod- 
to aduvardy €or, mapa 8¢ beg mavra 
duvard. 





* So Clem. AJ. Clem. Hom. III. 55, XIX. 2; also James v. 12. 


¢ wai L. 225, Mt. d. Syr. all. 


{ 6 8€ éuod dxovwy dxover rod dmooreiNavrés pe TD cant. vind. 
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e. Dial. c. Tr. p. 235: Oval dpiv, 
yeappareis Kal Dapioaior, broxpi- 
ral, Ort amodexarovre rd HSv0Tpov 
kal rd mnyavoy, ry 8é dyd- 
mnvy tov Oeot nal riy xpicep 
ov Karavoeire. 

¢. Ib. p. 808: Odre yapnoovow, obre 
yapnOnoovras, GANG lodyyedos Eoov- 
Tat, réxva Tov Geod Tis dvagrdacews 
dyres. 


yn Ib. Kal drs pevdorpodirat 
kat Yevddxptoarot modAdal émi 
TO dvépare avrod mapedct- 
govrat, kal woAXAovs miXavn- 
covaty(p. 253, dvaornoovrat roA- 
Aol pevddxp. x. pevdardarodrot, 
K. 7. TOV TLOTOY mA.) 

@. Apol. II. p. 94: Kal yap 6 Xpr- 
ards elev: dy pi) dvayervnbire, 
ov pr) eioedOnre els riv Bacideiav 
Tay ovpavay:* dre b€ nai advvaroy 
els ras pytpas réy rexovedy drat 
yevvapnevous épBnvar, havepdy eore 
race. 

. Ib. p.68: ‘O Adyos bs riva rpé- 
gov gapxorowmnbels advOporros ye- 
yovev, dv rois éfjs epovpev.... 6 
b€ vids (Beov) ¢ pdvos Aeydpevos 
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Matt. xxiii. 23: Oval tpiv, yp. rx. 
®., troxp., drs aod. r. 98. kT. 
dynOov calrd xvpevov, rat adr 
kare ta Bapvrepa Tov vdpou, 
tiv eplow kal rov fXeoy Kal Thy 
wloriv. 

Matt. xxii. 30: “Ev yap r7 avaora- 
aes ovre yap. obre éxyaulfovrat, GAd’ 
@s dyyeAot Tod Geov ev ovpar@ elor. 
(Luke xx. 36: “Iodyyedo ydp elas, 
xa viol elot rod Oeov, ris dvaordcews 
viod dvres.) 

Matt. xxiv. 24: 'EyepO@ncovra ydp 
Wevddxptorot kcal peudorpo- 
pirat, ral 8dcovo. onpeia peydda 
kal répara, Sore mAavioat, ef duvardy, 
kal rovs €xAEKTOUS. 


John iii. 3: "Edy py tis yerwnby 
dywbev, ov Svvaras ideiv ry Bacirelay 
rov Geov. v.4:.... ph dvvara els 
THY KotAiay THs pyTpds avrovd Sevrepoy 
elvedOeiv, nad yevrnOyvas ; 


John i. 14: ‘O Adyos aap€ eyévero. - 
i. 1, ff: €v dpyy fv d Adyos .... 


ra Se avrod éyévero, K.T.X. 


svay- 


ruplws vids, 6 Adyos mpd Tay roinudToy, Kal ouvdy K. yervdpevos, Gre Tip 
dpxiy 8¢ abrov rdyra exrice x. exdopnoe, Xpiords pev xara To kexpicba x. 
koopjoat ta mavra 8: avrov rov Gedy, A€yerat. 


4d qa. Apol. II. p. 63: My pepipvare 
Se rl payne, h ri evdvoncbe. ody 
tpeis Toy merewov cal trav Onpioy 
Scadépere ; wal d Oeds rpeper aird. 
po) oby peptpynonre ri haynre, 4 ri 
évdvonabe: ol8e yap 6 marip bpov 6 
ovpamos, drs rouroy xpeiay éxere. 
(nreire 8€ rhv BaciWelay ray ovpa- 
vov, kat raira mdyra mpoorebncerat 


Matt. vi. 25: Mn pepypvare ry yv- 
XH par, rl paynre xal ri winre, pyde 
To codpare tpar, rl évdvonabe. ovdxi 
9 Wx?) mArcidy dort ms Tpodis, Kal rd 
adpa rod évdvparos; 26: euBddpare 
els rd merewva Tov ovpavov, Ori od 
oreipovaww, ovde Oeplfovcw, ovdé cvr- 
dyovow els droOnxas* xal 6 manjp 
tpov 6 ovpdmos rpeper attra ovyx 


* So also‘Clem, Hom. XI. 26. 


‘ 
a 
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tpiv. Grou yap 6 Oncavpds éorw, 
€ket Kat 6 vous rou dvOparov. 


6a ; 


GOSPELS. 


ipets paddAov Siahépere airav; 31: 


pi) ovv peptpynonre Aéyovres* Ti ha- 
yopev, 7 Ti mwiwper, } ri mep.Barope- 


32: mdvra yap taita ta Eby ém(nret. ode yap 6 maTnp bpav 6 


oupdmos, Gre ypnlere ToUTay drdvrwyv. 33: Cyreire 8€ mporoy rv Bacideiay 


ay ~ , “~ ~ o ray 
tov Oeovd kai thy Stxatoovyny adrov, kal ravra mavra mpooreOnoera tpiv. 


21: Grou ydp éorww 6 Onoavpods bor, éxei Errat Kal 7 Kapdia tpay. 


B. Ib. p. 64: THoddol 8€ épovoi por, 
o 6 3 “~ ~ 93 ¢ > o 
KUpLE, KUpLE, OU TO O@ Ovdpate épa- 
yopev kat eriopev, cal Suvdpecs 
eromnoapev ; Kal rére épd avrois: 
Groxwpeire an’ eyov épydra ris 
dvopias. (Dial. c. Tr. p. 301: x. 
Ep. pt. TH Hepa Exeivy, ov T. o. OV. 
> > a id ‘ 
ep. x. em. kal mpoepnrevoaper, Kal 
Satpdra e£eBddopev; K.€p@ avrois 
avaxwpeire dm’ éuov.) tére KAav- 
Opes Eorat xal Bovypos trav dddvrov, 
Cd € LY c Ld e @e 
Gray of peyv Sixatos Adpywow os 6 
WAtos, of dé Gdtxoe meprwvras eis TO 
aiwmov up. moddXol yap qéovet émt 
T® Gvdpari pov, eEwbey pev evdedv- 

, ’ 4 »¥ ‘ 
pevo. Seppara mpoBaray, éowber Se 
Svres NuKot dpmayes. €k TOY Epywv 
airay émvyyocebe avrous. (Dial.c. 
Tr. p. 253: aodAol €Aevoovrat émt 
T. ov. p. &&. evd. Sep. mp., éo. S€ 
cio A. Gp.) mav Sé dévdpoy pi 
qmovovy Kaptroy KaXoy exxomrerat Kat 
eis mup BadXerat. 

y. Ib. p. 66: M} hoBetabe rors 
dvatpovyras tpas, kat pera rai- 
ra py Suvapévovs te motjaat’ 
poBnOnre Se rov pera ro aroba- 

“ Lf N A ‘ ~ 
vety Suvdpevoy cal Yuxny cat copa 
eis yéevvay €pBardeiv. 


Matt. vii. 22: II. ép. p. ev ex. r. 
. K. K. OU T. Oo. OV. mpoenrevoapev 
Ket. o. ov. Baty. €£eBar. x. T. o. Ov. 
duv. modAds emomjoapev; 23: rat 
Tore Guoroynow avrois* drt ovderore 
€yvwy tpas- amoyapeire an épov of 
epyaCcpevot THY avopiay. 

Luke xiii. 26: .... ébdyoper eve- 
4 ree 
ovk oda tpas, wébev eoré> andarnre 
am’ éuov mavres of épydras r. ad. 

Matt. xii. 42: .... exet €orae 6 
kAavOpos x. 6 Bp. tr. 08. 43: rére of 
Six. exAaprpovoww ws 6 Atos év TH Ba- 
oiteia rou marpos a’raéy. vii. 15: 


mov cov Kal em... . 2 


mpowexere Se amd trav Wevdorpopnrav, 
oirtwes Epyovrat mpos tas év evddpace 
mpoBarwy, eowbev S€ eiot AUK. apr. 
16: amd rév Kaprév airy émcyy. ai- 
tous .... 19: way 8. p. w. kK. kK. 
éxx. K. eis 3. Badd. 


Matt. x. 28: Kai py hoBeiode 
dro Tay amoxTevdvrwy TO Toya, THY 
dé uxnv pn Suvapévoy aroxteivat. 
(Luke xii. 4: cat pera raira py 
€xovrov meptagdrepdy Te ToLnoat) 
poB. dé paddov roy dup. x. . kK. 
a. amohéoat év yeévvy * (Luke dof. 


TOV MeTa TO Groxrewva eovoiay Exovra éuBareiv els THY y.). 


See Dial. c. Tryph. p. 354, cf. Matt. xiii. 3, Luke viii. 5. 


8. Ib. p. 316: Ovex eipt é Xpiords, adr- 
Aa horn Bodvros. AEet yap 6 ioxv- 
porepds pov, ov ovK eip) ixavos Td 
troénpata Bacracat. 


John i. 23: "Eyd dw) Bodvros..... 
Matt. iii. 11: 6 d€ diow pov épydpe- 
vos taxupdrepds pov éoriv, ov, x. T. A. 





* eis yeevvay D It. Vulg. Patr. Lat. 
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§ 66 b. 


His historical citations are much freer, and combine, in 
part, the statements of Matthew and Luke.* Some, how- 
ever, are not to be found in our Gospels.” 

* Dial. c. Tr. p. 303, sq., cf. Matt. i. 18—ii. 23, Luke ii. 2-5, 7; ib. p. 
100, cf. Luke i. 35, 38 (of Elizabeth); p. 88, cf. Luke iii, 23; ib. p. 316, 
ef. Matt. iii. 4; ib. p. 315, cf. Matt. iii. 13, 16, 17; p. 268, cf. Matt. xiv. 
3, 6, f.; p. 328, cf. Matt. xxvii. 39, 40,43; p. 333, cf. Mark iii. 17; p. 
327, Apol. II. p. 75, cf. Luke i. 31,32, 35, 38; Dial.c. Tr. p. 331, ef. Luke 
xxii. 44; Apol. I. p. 50, cf. Luke xxiv. 25; De resurr. 9, cf. Luke xxiv. 
37. See the passages copied in Eichhorn, Hin]. I. 89, ff., 515, ff. Credn. 
Beitrtige z. Einl. I. 151, ff. 

> Dial. c. Tryph. p. 303, sq. : TevwnOévros Sé rére rov madiou év BnOdeép, 
Ered) “Iwo ovx eiyev év T7 Kdpn éxeivy mod Katadioa, év omnrAaig rut 
GuvEeyyus THs Kduns KaréAvoe* Kal rére avray dvrwv exel, ererdxes 7 Mapia 
rov Xptordy, cal év hdrvy abrov éreGeixes* Gov eAOdvres of awd ’ApaBias pa- 
yot edpov avrdy. Apol. II. p. 75: .... ray amoypapoy trav yevopevwy ém 
Kupnviou tr. bperépou éy lovdaig mpaorou yevopevou emirpémov.— 
p. 315: Tére €AOdvros rov “Incod em roy ‘lopdayny rorapoy évba 6 "loans 
éBamrrife, xateAOdvros rov “Incov emt ro vdwp, nal mip dynhbn ev rq 
"lopddvy: cai avadvyros avrov aro Tov Udaros, ws weptorepay Td dycov mvedpa 
éninrivat em avroy éypaway ol améaroXos avrov. 

p. 316: Kal don) éx ray ovpavav Matt. ili. 17: Otrds €orw* 6 vids 
dua éAnAvde, vids pou el cv" eyd an- pov 6 dyannrds, ev @ evddenca. 
pepov yeyévyyxd oe. Cf. p. 331. Luke iii. 22: 30 ef 6 vids povt 6 

ayannrés, év coi evddknoa. 

p. 316: Ta rexromxa épya elpyafero év avOpmrots dy, dporpa cat (vya* da 
rovroy Kal ra THs Stxatoavwns cUpBora diddaoxev kal évepyy Bidv.— p. 296 :. 
Oi 8€ kai ratra épdvres yevdpeva havraciay payixny yiverOa EdAeyov* Kai yap 
payor elvac avrov érdApov A€yew nal AaomAdvoy. — p. 267: Xpiords elev: 
év ols dy tuas xaraddBw, €v rovrois cat xpwa. The passages, p. 333, 271, 
which Eichhorn, I. 93, 94, cites, are perhaps not peculiar accounts, but arbi- 
trary amplifications. 


§ 67a. 


Justin mentions, as the source of these sayings and ac- 
counts, writings left behind by the Apostles and their assist- 
ants, which he calls Memoirs of the Apostles, also Gospels.* 





* ob ef D cant. vere. 
¢ "Ey onpepov yeyévned ce D cant. all. Clem. all. 


102 GOSPELS. 


It is a question what we are to understand by these. The 
old opinion, that they mean our canonical Gospels, is by 
no means contradicted by the inexactness of the citations 
(§ 66 a, notes b — d) ; for it is probable, nay, is established 
by the repetitions that occur,* that Justin cited the Gos- 
pels, as sometimes the Old Testament writers,” freely, from 
memory. The title, Memoirs of the Apostles, probably an 
allusion to Xenophon’s “ Memorabilia,” and the non-mention 
of the Evangelists’ names,’ cannot be of much importance ; 
and Gospels which were read in the assemblies of the Chris- 
tians cannot well be other than our canonical Gospels, all 


of which (Mark and John more seldom ®*) he made use of. 

* Apol. II. p. 98: Of yap amdorodo éy rois yevopevois bx’ atTrav dmo- 
pynpovevpacey, a xadeiraa evayyéAta, ovtws mapédwxay. Ib.: cai ra 
aropy. T.an., i Ta ovyypdppara Tay mpopyray avaywookera. p.75: os 
of dropynpovevoavres mavra Ta TEpl TOU Guripos Hudy "I. Xp. edida£av. 
Dial. c. Tr. p. 328: d nai év rots dropy. ray admoor. avrov yéypanrat. 
p. 328: os ev Trois dmopy. ray am. avrov Sedjrwra. p. 331: ev rots 
dvopynpovevpact tr. a. yéypanmra. Ib.: ev yap rois dmopy. & hype 
_ tro taév dmroor. avrod nal roy éxeivots mapaxorovdnodvray 

ouvrerdxOa. p. 332: Smep cal ev trois dropy. Tr. am. avrowv yéypanrat. 
p. 333: ws ev rois dmopy. r. am. dndodrat. Ib.: .... nat rd elmeiy perovo- 
paxevat avroy (I. X.) Hlérpov eva trav aroorddwy, Kal yeypapba év rots 
dropv. avTov yeyernuevoy Kai rovro, pera Tov Kat dAdovs v0 adedpovs 
viods ZeBedaiov dvras perwvouaxévar dvdpart TOU Boavepyes, 6 eorey viot Bpovris, 
onpavrexoy hv, k.T. A. p. 334: ds yéypamras év Trois dmopy. TOY am. av- 
tov. Ib.: yéypamrat ev rois avrois dtopynpovevpaccy. A single gos- 
-pel is but seldom spoken of. Dial. p. 326: ey rq@ evayyeXip yéyparrat. 
p- 227: ra €v r@ Aeyopevp evayyediw mapayyéApara. It is, however, usual 
to comprise under this name the collection of Gospels. 
= Cf. § 66 a, note b, »y, Apol. II. p. 62, Dial. p. 324; — note 5, p, Apol. 
II. 95, Dial. p. 326 ; — note 6, d, Dial. p. 326, 331; —note 4, y, Apol. II. 
p. 63, Dial. p. 328 ; — note c, », Dial. p. 308, 253 ; —note d, 8, Apol. II. 
p. 64, Dial. p. 301. 
> Apol. II. p. 73, cf. Gen. xlix. 11; p. 74, cf. Isa. xi. 1, 10, with mix- 
ture from Num. xxiv. 17; pp. 79, 80, cf. Ps. xcvi.; p. 86, cf. Ps. xxiv. 7; 
Dial. p. 228, cf. Jerem. xxxi. 31,sq. Cf. Bindemann, in Stud. u. Kr. 1842, 
p. 415, ff 
° Oredner, last-mentioned work, pp. 211, 223, 246, f., 252, labors to show, 
in the passages 2. 5. v. x. ¢. x. (where he lays stress on the expression ri xai- 
ydv), 4. d.y. 3. ¢. 6. ¢. traces of another text found in heretical writings. 
(See against him Bindemann, as above, p. 441, ff.) Baur refers the passages 
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3. c. 6. to a Jewish Christian Gospel (Zeller’s Jbb. 1844, p.665). Accord- 
ing to Credner, p. 251, f., 354, f., Baur, and Zeller (ib. 1846, p. 607), 
Justin must have borrowed his doctrine of the Logos, not from the Gospel of 
John, but from Philo and the then prevailing Church doctrine. ‘‘ But if the 
Fathers who came only a little later, Clement of Alexandria, Ireneus, and 
Origen, expressly refer this doctrine to the Prologue of John’s Gospel, shall 
we believe that Justin drew it from another source?’’ Lticke, Comm. tb. 
d. Joh. 3d ed. I. 49. See also Bleek, Beitr. I. 220, f. Ritschl, Evang. 
Marc. p. 139, ff., endeavors to show, from the discrepancies in the history 
of Jesus’s youth, that probably Justin used the incomplete Gospel of Mar- 
cion. But this theory is opposed by the references to passages like Luke 
iii, 23, xxiv. 25, 37, which unmistakably belong to the author of our third 
Gospel. 

4 Justin cites other sacred authors, also, without giving their names: 
Apol. II. p. 86, Ps. xxiv. 7; Dial. p. 295, Ps. xix. 5, Isa. xxxv. 2; p. 315, 
Joel iii. 28, and elsewhere frequently. 

* Dial. p. 333, cf. Mark iii. 17, above, note a; p. 316, cf. John i. 23, 
§ 66a, note d,8. Apol. II. p. 94, cf. John iii. 3, § 66 a, note c, 6; p.68, 
cf. John i. 1, ff, § 66a, note c,.. Other allusions to Johannic passages are 
more or less uncertain. 


§ 675. 


The historical citations not found in our Gospels (§ 66 5, 
note b) require only this supposition, — that Justin, in addi- 
tion to our Gospels, used an uncanonical gospel, as the Gos- 
pel of the Hebrews, or of Peter,® or read additions taken from 
them in his manuscript from Matthew. The theories, that 
he used only the Gospel of the Hebrews ;" or a harmony of 
the same with Luke;° or a harmonyof the Gospels; or an 
edition of his own of Matthew ;° or an original gospel akin 
to Matthew’s, and enriched from Luke’s,f — are by no means 
sustained by these quotations. 

* Credner maintains the latter, but generally on weak grounds. Thus he 
finds (p. 132) itin the passage, Dial. c. Tr. p. 333 (} 67a, note a), by re- 
ferring the pronoun in the expression éy rois dropynpovevpact avrov to 
Peter. This reference is certainly supported by analogy, for elsewhere the 
genitive dependent on azopynp. is always the genitive of the subject; and 
yet it would be strange, had he known the dropy. Ilérpov, that he should 


have named them here only, and in this incidental way. Cf. Bindem. p. 
407, f. 


> Stroth, Fragm. des Evang. nach d. Hebr., in Eichhorn’s Rep. 1. Bd. 
C. F. Weber, Beitr. z. Gesch. d. neutest. Canons. 1791, p. 105, ff. Mayer- 
hoff, Einl. in d. petrin. Schr. p. 242, ff 
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° Storr, Ueb. d. Zweck d. evang. Gesch. u. d. Br. Joh. p. 363, ff. 

4H. E. G. Paulus, Ob das Ev. Justins das Evang. nach den Hebraern 
sey? In his Exeg. krit. Abhandl. Tiib. 1784, and in the Theol. exeg. Con- 
servator. [. 70, ff Gratz, Krit. Unters. tib. Justins apost. Denkw. Stuttg. 
1814. 

© Schmidt, Einl. ins N. T. I. 117. 

f Eichhorn, Einl. ins N. T. I. 78, ff&, who puts together a text of the 
Gospels from Justin’s citations, passing over those from Mark and John. — 
In this inquiry, we have followed Winer, Justin. M. evangg. can. usum 
fuisse ostenditur. Lips. 1819. 4to. Olshausen, p. 331, ff. In favor of the 
old view, the following writers have also recently declared themselves: Hug, 
Einleit. II. § 23, p. 99. 2. Aufl. cf. 3. Aufl. § 24, p. 105. Dan. Fr. Schiitz, De 
evangeliis, quae ante evangg. canon. in usu eccles. christ. fuisse dicuntur. 
Regiom. 1812, P. II. p.1. J. P. Mynsier, K). theol. Schriften. Kopenh. 
1825, No. I. Bindemann (§ 67a, notes b,c). Bleek, Beitr. I. 220. 


§ 67. 


The citations from evangelic works and histories in the 
pseudo-Clementine writings, being in their nature free and 
inexact, indicate very uncertainly the writing from which 
they were made. Some distinctly rest upon Matthew;* 
others on Luke; others come from passages of both, woven 
together, or differ from both; a few others presuppose 
Mark and John;°® while others proceed from a different 
source. Some remarkably agree with quotations of Justin 
Martyr;* and yet it seems hasty to conclude that such 
have come from a properly Jewish-Christian source.® 


2 Homil. III.18: "Em rijs‘nabédpas Movoéas, x.t. d., cf. Matt. xxiii. 2. 
Til. 51: Ove 7AOov xaraddoa, x.r.XA., cf. Matt. v. 17.—IIL 56: Mi épd- 
ante Toy ovpavoy, k. r. X., cf. Matt. v. 35. — XVIII. 15: Kat roy ‘Hoaiay 
elneiy: ’Avoifw 7d ordua pov, x.T.A., ef. Matt. xiii. 35, where the reading 
‘Haaiov likewise occurs, and elsewhere. 

> Homi). VIII. 7: Ti pe Aéyets xvpre xvpre, x. r.A., ef. Luke vi. 46. — 
XIX. 2: “Ore édpaxev tov rovnpdy ws aotpamijy, x.r.d., cf. Luke x. 18. — 
IX. 22: .... nav wavres Saipoves.... dpas pevywouy, ove Eotw €v rovrp 
pove xaipew, add’ €vy ro bv evapectiay ra dvdpara ipav ev ovpayd as del 
(avreav avaypapjva, cf. Luke x. 20, etc. 

¢ Homil. XV.5: Aixatov, épacxer, eivat cal T@ TUMTOVTE avTOU Ty CLayova 
mapartOevat kat thy érépay .... ayyapevovre 8€ pidtoy ovvarepxer Gat Svo, cf. 
Matt. v. 39-41, Luke vi. 29. — III. 53: mwodXol mpodjras nal Bacircis ée- 
Ovpnoay ideiv, x. t-d., cf. Matt. xiii. 17: woAXol mpodyras cat Sixatoe érebv- 
pnoay ide, x.r.r. Luke x. 24: wodAol mpopyrat xat Bacideis nOeAnoay 
ideiy, x. T. A., etc. 
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* Homil. VII. 6: *"Efopodcyotpai cot, mdrep rov ovpavod Kai ris ys, ore 
éxpuias radra amd copay mpecBurépov, cal dmexdAvias avra vyriows Ondd- 
Covow. Cf. Matt. xi. 25; Luke x. 21. 

4 Homil. 11.19: "Iovera ris év jpiv €orw Svpodowixicca, x. r.A., cf. Mark 
vii. 26. — IIT. 57: “Axove, Iopand, x. 7r.A., cf. Mark xii. 29. 

° Homil. III. 52: Ta éud mpéBara deover ris éuijs pwvis, ef. John x. 27.— 
XI. 26: "Eady pi) dvayernbijre dari CGvre ets Svopa marpés viod éyiou mvev- 
Paros, ov pr elceAOnre els r. Bactdeiay ray ovpavar, cf. John iii. 5. 

* Homil. IIT. 50: Ard ri od voetre rd eWAoyor rev ypapav. § 55: ‘O mo- 
mpés €or 6 meipdfov. — II. 51, III. 50, XVIII. 20: Tiveobe rpamefirar 
8dxcuor. This expression is found also in Clem. Al. Strom. I. p. 354. Orig. 
in Joa. Tom. XIX. Vol. IV. 289. Hieron. Ep. 119 (al. 152), sub fin., and 
in other writers; cf. § '73c, note a. 

f The Johannic passage Homil. XI. 26, note e, cf. § 66 a, note c, 6. — 
Homil. III. 55, XIX. 2, the passage Matt. v. 37, cf. § 66 a, note 4, x. — 
Homi]. XVIII. 4, the passage Matt. xi. 27, cf. § 66 a, note d, p.— Homil. 
XIX. 2, the passage Matt. xxv. 41, cf. § 66 a, note J, v. 

® Against Credn. Beitr. I. 330. Schwegler, Nachapost. Zeitalt. I. 207. 
Baur, and others. The first passage here is manifestly combined with 
Matt. xxviii. 19. Those which follow are found also in the Fathers, with 
their variations from our common text. Moreover, the Pseudo-Clement 
may have read Justin. See Bleek, Beitr. I. 221. 


3. Cerinthus’s Gospel: Tatian’s Diatessaron. 


§ 68. 


Cerinthus and Carpocrates made use of a Gospel similar 
to that of Matthew, which contained the genealogy, though 
in other respects incomplete, and was akin to the Ebionite 
Gospel. But the Harmony of the four Gospels which 
Tatian prepared, and which was called by some the Gos- 
pel of the Hebrews,° has been, by moderns, with the too 
hasty rejection of ancient testimony, regarded as a com- 
pilation from this and other uncanonical Gospels, or as an 
independent Gospel.? For the omission of the history of 
Jesus’s birth and of the genealogies is explained from his 
system. However, it is probable that he, like his teacher, 
Justin, used also the Gospel of the Hebrews. 

* Epiphan. Haeres. XXVIII. § 5: Xpavrat yap rp xara MarGaioy evay- 
yeAlep ad pépous, kal odx) GAp: GAAG bia Thy yeveadXoylay Ty EvoapKoy, Kai 
raurny papruplay pépovar amd rou evayyeAlov, madi Aéyovres: Gri dpxetoy 

14 
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TO pabnra, iva yévnrat os 6 btddoKcados. Cf. Haer. XXX. 26, 
of the Ebionites. XXX.§ 14: ‘O pév yap Kypw6os xat Kapmoxpas rp 
avT@ xpapevor d70ev map’ avrois (the Ebionites) evayyeAi@ amd tis apyns Tov 
cata MarOaiov evayyeAlov da THs yeveadoyias BovAovrat mapioTay éx omréppa- 
tos "Iwand kai Mapias elyac tov Xpiordy. As regards Jren. III. 41, ef. 
Schmidt, Bibl. f. Krit. I. 224. Eichhorn, I. 109, note. 

> Fuseb. H. E. IV. 29: .... 6 Tarscavds cuvadeay tiva cal cvvaywynv 
ovK 08 dws Tay evayyediov ovvbeis, Td dua Teaadpwy TobTo mpotwvdpacey, 6 
kat mapd riow eioért vuv heperar. Theodoret. Haeret. fabb. I. 20: Otros 6 
Tarcavds kat rd did Tecodpwv Kadovpevov cuvrébecxey evayyéeAoy, Tas TE yeEvE- 
adoytas mepixdwas Kai ra GAda Soa ex oréppatos AaBid xara odpxa yeyevyn- 
pevov rov xupov Seixvuow. ‘Expnoavro dé rovr@ ov pdvos of ris éxeivns 
Guppopias, GdAd kal of rois drocroArKois émdpevos Sdypact, THY THs cuVOnKNS 
Kaxoupylay ovK éyvaxdres, GAN’ dmAoverepoy as cuvtéum te BiBrl@ xpnod- 
pevot. Evdpoy d€ cay mielous 7 Staxocias BiBXovs rotavras éy rats rap’ Hiv 
éxxAnolas reripnpeévas, Kal magas cuvayayoy dreOépny, kal Ta TOY TeTTapoY 
evayyeXioray avreconyayoy evayyeda. 

¢ Epiphan. Haeres. XLVI. 1: Aéyeras 8€ rd bia reaodpwy evayyéAvov in” 
avrov yeyevncOa:, Grep Kata ‘EBpatous tives xadovce. 

4 Kichhorn, 1.112. Schmidt, I. 125. Gratz, Krit. Unters. tiber Justins 
Denkwiirdigkeiten, 1814. Credner, Beitr. I. 437, ff. 

¢ The proof from Barsalibi, Praef. in Marc. c. 9, in Assemani Bibl. or. II. 
159, that Tatian’s Diatessaron began with John i. 1, falls to the ground, in 
Credner’s opinion, because that late author means the spurious Harmony of 
Tatian. Notwithstanding, Tatian cites John i. 5 (c. Graec. p. 152), John i. 
3 (p. 158), and Severus, head of one branch of the Encratites, accepted the 
Gospels. Eusebius, |. c. 


4. Gospel of the Egyptians. 


§ 69 a. 


Of the Gospel of the Egyptians (car Atyirriovs, cf. 
§ 63), only a few traces remain# 


* Clemens Rom. Ep. II. § 12: ’EmepornOeis avras 6 xiptos td twos, mére 
n&et avrov 7 Baotdeia, elwev' “"Oray €oras ra Svo Ev, nai 7d &fo os 
Td €ow Kai TO Gpcev pera ts OnrEias, odrEe dpcey, ovre OF- 
Av.’? Cf. Clemens Alex. Strom. III. p. 465: Ata rodré roe 6 Kacctavds yet, 
muvOavopens Tis Zakwpys, ére yvoorOncera Ta mepl dv pero, ey 6 Kiptos* 
““Oravy 76 THs alcxyvyns Evdupa warnoere, Kal dray yévnras 
ra dvo €v, kai rd dppev pera ris Onrelas, odre Appev, odre 
Ojrv.” Lpa@rov pev ody év rots mapadedopévars Hpiv rérrapow evayyedlos 
ovK €xopev Td pytdv, UAN’ év r@ kar’ Alyumriovs. — Perhaps the following 
passage, found in the same letter, is also quoted from the same Gospel, § 5: 
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Aéyes 6 kupioss foecbe ds dpvia év péow AvKwY. "AmoxpiOels de 
6 Wlérpos avrg Aéyes: ddv otv dtacmapagwoory of AvKor ra 
apvia; elrev 6 “Incots r@ érpo: ph hoBelabocay ra dp- 
via rovs AvKous peta TO drodavety atrd. Kal tpeis ph 
poBetoGe rovs droxreivovras tyas, cat pyndéyv tpiv Suvape- 
vous movtety, GAAA HhoPetobe roy pera rd drodaveiv tyas 
€xovra éfovglayv puyxins cal coparos rod Badety els yéer 
vav wupdés. Cf. Matt. x. 16; Luke x.3; Matt. x. 28; Luke xii. 4, 5. 
On the other hand, the passages, § 2, drt ove fAGov, x.7.A., cf. Matt. ix. 13 ; 
§ 3, rdv dpodoynoavra, x. r. A., cf. Matt. x. 32; § 4, od mas d A€yov, x. T.A., 
ef. Matt. vii. 21; ib. trdyere, x. 7.A., cf. Matt. vii. 23; § 6, ovdels otxérns, 
k.t.A, cf. Matt. vi. 24, xvi. 26, Luke xvi. 18, ix. 25; § 8, ef rd puxpdr, 
x.v.A., cf. Luke xvi. 10, 11 (see Part I. § 18, noted); § 9, dderdot pov 
obrol elow, x. r. d., cf. Matt. xii. 50, Luke viii. 34, — may be free citations. 
It is, however, worth noting, that these citations stand midway between 
Matthew and Luke, and that in § 9 agrees pretty closely with a citation from 
the Gospel of the Hebrews in Epiphan. XXX. 14. See, on the other side, 
Eichhorn, I. 126, f. Schmidt, I. 105.— Clemens Alea. III. p. 445: Ty 3a- 
Adpy 6 xipsos wuvOavoneryn, péxpt wére Oavaros icxvcve ....Meéxpis dy, 
elrev, bets al yuvaines rixrere. p. 452: .... ra mpds Saropny 
elpnpeva .... héperas Se olat év rq Kar’ Alyurrious evayyedip. acl ydp, 
ri avrés elev Smryp, "HAGoy xaradvoa rd epya tis Onrelas. p. 453: da- 
pérns yap avrijs, adds ovpy éroinca pi) rexotoa* dpelBerat Aéyov 6 Kipios: 
magayv paye Bordyny: tiv d€ mixpiay €xovcay pi) hayns. 
— Epiphan. Haeres. LXII. 2, of the Sabellians : Thy 8¢ racay avray mddyny 
kal my ris wAdyys avrdy 8uvapw exovow €€ droxpupey rivdy, pddtora dad 
Tou Kadoupevou Alyumrilov evayyeAriov, @ rives rd dvoua érebevro 
Touro’ éy aura yap mToAAd Tolaira os €y mapaBvor@ protnpiwdds éx mpocd- 
fou TOU Goripos dvahéperat, ds avrov Sndovdvros rois padnrais, roy avrdy elvat 
marépa, Tov avréy elvas vidy, roy avrov eivat dytoy mvevpa. 


§ 695. 


The first quotation given above from this Gospel, and the 
use made of it by Sabellius, show that it had a theosophic 
character. The same in connection with the second, in 
Clement of Alexandria, proves that it supported Encratism. 
Indeed, the Encratite Cassian used it. As, now, Cerinthus 
and Carpocrates used a Gospel related to the Ebionite Gos- 
pel, and the Harmony of Tatian had, likewise, affinity with 
the Gospel of the Hebrews (§ 68); as, further, theosophic 
and Encratistic elements are found in Ebionitism, especially 
if the Pseudo-Clementines belong to it; as, finally, the 
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second epistle of Clement makes reference to Ebionite 
opinions (§ 69 a, note a) ;—it is very probable that the Gos- 
pel of the Egyptians sprang from the same stock as the 
Gospel of the Hebrews.* 


a Schneckenburger, Ueb. d. Evang. d. Aegypt. 1834. 


5. Marcion’s Gospel. 


§ 70a. 


Marcion, an anti-Judaizing Gnostic, and his school, made 
use of a Gospel which the catholic church teachers regarded 
as the Gospel of Luke mutilated and corrupted by him from 
dogmatical views.* Yet it did not bear this name in his 
writings.> | 

® Tertull. c. Mare, 1V.2: Lucam videtur Marcion elegisse, quem caederet. 
Tren. Adv. haeres. lib. I. c. xxvii. 2: Et super haec id, quod est secundum 
Lucam, evangelium circumcidens et omnia quae sunt de generatione Domini 
conscripta auferens, et de doctrina sermonum Domini multa auferens, in 
quibus manifestissime conditorem hujus universitatis suum patrem confitens 
Dominus conscriptus est..... Tertull. IV. 6: Contraria quaeque sententiae 
suae erasit, conspirantia cum creatore, quasi ab assertoribus ejus intexta ; 
competentia autem sententiae suae reservavit. — Epiphan. Haeres. XLII. 
§ 11: ‘O pev yap xapaxrnp Tov Kara Aovkay onpaiver ro evayyéAtov, as dé 
Nkpernpiacra pnte apxny Exov, pyre péoa, pyte Tédos, iuariou BeBpapevov 
imé mwoAAGv onTay éméxet TOY Tpdrov. Evdvds pev yap év ti apyq mavra Ta 
dw apxns TS Aovka mempaypareupeva, rovrectiy ws héyer* "EsrecOnmep roAAol, 
K.7.A. Kal Ta mept THs "EXtodBer, .... Kal THs Tov Bamricparos trobécews - 
Tavra mavra meptxdwas amenndnce, kal dpxiy Tov evayy. trake ravTny + Ev ro 
mevrexatdexaT@ €ret TiBepiov Kaioapos x. r. é&js.... Kal ov cab? eippov maw 
émipévet, GANG Ta fev OS Mpoetrov mapakémret, TA S€ mpooTiOnow dvw Kdro, 
ovk épbas Badifwy, ddrAd éppadtovpynpévas mavra repivocrevav. Cf. Origen. 
ce. Cels. II. 27. Theodoret. Haeret. fabb. I. 24. 

b Tertull. 1V.2: Marcion Evangelio suo nullum adscribit autorem, quasi 
non licuerit illi titulum quoque adfingere, cui nefas non fuit ipsum corpus 
evertere. — Dial. de recta in Deum fide, sect. 1. Opp. Origen. Vol. I. 808, 
ed. De la Rue: Tis eorey 6 ypaypas ro evayyéXtov rovro, & ens eivar ev; M. 6 
Xpiords. A. Avros 6 Kuptos éypayev, drt eoravpabny kal avéorny tH TpiTy 
nuEepa; ovr ypahet; M. 6 amdotodos IabAos mpocébnxev. 


MARCION’S GOSPEL. § 71 a. 109 


§ 70d. 


Several modern scholars have followed this view of the 
Fathers.* Others, on the other hand, acquit Marcion of the 
charge of corruption, some of them regarding his Gospel as 
an extract from, and some as a source or basis of, the same.° 


* R. Simon, Hist. crit.du N. T. ch. 12. Mill, Prolegg. in N. T. § 306. 
Storr, Ueber d. evang. Gesch. u. Br. Joh. p. 259, f. Kleuker, Ausf. Unters. 
d. Aechtheit der neutest. Schr. Hug, Einl. I. 65, ff. Arneth, Ueb. d. 
Bekanntsch. Marcions mit unserm Kanon. 1809. 4to. Schiitz, Diss. de 
evangg. I. 26, sqq. Gratz, Krit. Unters. tiber Marc. Evang. 1818. Ols- 
hausen, Aechtheit der Evangg. p. 107, ff. Hahn, Das Evang. Marcions in 
s. urspr. Gestalt. 1828. Guerike, Einl. p. 204, f. 

> Griesbach, Hist. text. Gr. epp. Paul. sect. II. §8. Opusc. II. 125. 
Paulus, Theol. exeg. Conservator. J. 116, goes yet further. 

© Semler, Prolegg. in ep. ad Gal. p. 168: ‘* Sermones Christi non uno 
commentariorum genere collecti fuerunt: Marcion nondum viderat alios 
hujus generis libros praeter unum corpusculum quod inde a Christi publico 
munere narrabat, atque non complectebatur tales parabolas sententias et hi- 
storias, quae praecipue Judaeis alliciendis utiles essent.’’ p. 170. Remarks 
on Rich. Simon, Krit. Gesch. des Textes d. N. T. ubers. v. Cramer, Pref- 
ace to Townson, Abhandll. tib. d. vier Evangg., N. Versuch d. gemein- 
nlitzige Ausleg. d. N. T. zu befordern, p. 162, f. Corrodi, Beleucht. der 
Gesch. d. Bibelkau. II. 172. Ldéffer, Marcionem Paul. ep. et Lucae evang. 
adulterasse dubitatur (F ref. a. V. 1788) ; in commentt. theol. a Velthusen, 
Kuinoel et Ruperts collect. 1. Schmidt, Einl. I. 126; ef. his treatise in 
Henke’s Magaz. V. 3, and in his Biblioth. f. Krit. II. 3. Eichhorn, Einl. 1. 
40. (Opposed to him, especially, Hahn.) Bertholdt, Ein). III. 1294, 
Gieseler, Ueb. d. Entsteh. d. Evangg. p. 24. Schwegler, Nachapostol. Zeit- 
alter, I. 260, ff. Ritschl, D. Ev. Marc. u. d. kan. Ev. d. Luc. Tub. 1846. 
Baur, in Zeller’s Theol. Jbb. 1846, p. 459, ff. Krit. Unterss. tiber d. kanon. 
Evangg. Tiib. 1847, p. 397, ff, who follows Ritschi chiefly. 


§ 7la. 


The general assertions of Tertullian, and especially of 
Epiphanius, against Marcion, are passionate, and in part 
exaggerated. The special proofs adduced by them are not 
wholly satisfactory, because in quoting from Marcion’s Gos- 
pel they have a dogmatic object, or at least but a secondary 
regard to critical considerations. Hence they quote rather 
what he had retained, than what he had expunged or al- 
tered.* 
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2 Tertull. IV. 6: .... Competentia suae sententiae reservavit. Haec 
conveniemus, haec amplectemur, si nobiscum magis fuerint, si Marcionis prae- 
sumtionem percusserint. Eichhorn is mistaken in saying that this Father 
did not have Marcion’s text beforehim. IV. 1: ....adipsum jam evan- 
gelium provocamus, quod interpolando suum fecit. Sed et istas (antitheses) 
proprio congressu cominus. .. . cecidissem, si non multo opportunius in 
ipso et cum ipso evangelio, cui procurant, retunderentur. c. 2: 
Transeo nunc ad Evangelii sane non Judaici, sed Pontici, interim adulterati 
demonstrationem. c.6: Sed alium jam hine inimus gradum, ipsum, ut 
professi sumus, evangelium Marcionis provocantes, sic quoque probaturi 
adulteratum. c. 43, fin. Cf. Hahn, p. 91, ff. Olshausen, p. 188. Reitschl, 
p. 38. Epiphan. 1.c.§ 10: .... dvadefdpevos xa eippov .... Ta éd€y$as 
avrév duvdpeva .... xal ovrws ws rédous dieEFAGO, ev ols Haiverar nrios 
xa® éavrod éxi ravras ras mapapewwdoas Tov re owrynpos Kal Tov amogrdAou 
Adgers uAdrrav. Al peév yap avray mapnAAaypevos bm avrov éppgdioupyn- 
@noav .... GAXra dé py GAAayévra in’ adrod, Suvdpeva dé avrov dreheyxeu. 
§ 11: "Ex rod map’ avrod evayyeXiou Ta mpos avrippnow THs mavoupyou avTOU 
padtoupylas omovddoayres mapebepeba > ty of re wrovnpare evruxety eO€dovres 
€xoot Tovro yupvdo.oy Gfurnros, mpos €Aeyxov ray tn’ avrov émwevonpévov 
£evoreEcav. Cf. p. 374, at the end of the comparison there made. 


§ 710. 


They therefore are quite in error who suppose, with Hich- 
horn, that all which Epiphanius quotes from Marcion’s Gos- 
pel is quoted as varying from the genuine text of Luke, 
and on account of its variation. Where he does not 
expressly mark the variation, none existed, and the quota- 
tions are then made solely for the sake of refutation. They 
are often only extracts from the uncorrupted text,® and hence 
obscure from their brevity." On the other hand, they also 
err who assume, with Arneth, that Epiphanius gave all the 
variations; for he seems to have adduced only such as 
seemed to him weighty in a dogmatic point of view.° 

« Epiphan. \. c. schol. LI.: "Eyévero d¢ ev tO éyyilew adroy rH ‘leptx@, 
ruprds éBéa + “Inaot vie AaBid, éAenodv pe. Kal Gre idOn, dynoiv’ 7 wiotts cov 
géooxe ce. Cf. Luke xviii. 35-42. Refut. LI. : Ev miores ovx én Yrevdos - 
ei yap Wevderat, ov riots. Aéyes your, vie AaBid, xa) éxatvetrat, eal Kopile- 
Tat TO aitnpa 6 To Svopa Sporoynoas, Kai ovK érerinOn os Wevorns, GAN’ os 
motos éuaxapiaOn > otc dpa doapxos 6 Sa rv émixdnowy Tov dydparos xapiod- 
pevos TH TUPAG To Brerrewy> dAnOwas yap Hv, Kat ov Soxnoet, éx rou omeppatos 
AaBié xara odpka, amd Mapias rijs dyias wapbevov, xat dua mvevparos dyiou 
yeyevynpevos. This remark quite overthrows Eichhorn’s hypothesis, that 
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Marcion’s text is often shorter than that of our Luke. 
144, and often. 

b Epiphan.1. c. Schol. XLIII.: ‘O vdpos nat of rpoprrat €ws "lwdyvou (ard 
rore 7 Bacidela rou Geo evayyeAiferat is wanting) > kai mas eis adtay Bid- 
Cera. Refut. El yépov raowet, cal mpodpyras droxadel, al ob dvoplay dndoi 
TOY vopov, ovde Yrevdorpodyras pdcket To’s mpopyras, capes duodoyeirat pe- 
PaprupyKevat Toy Garnpa Trois mpopyrais, kal dédecxrat, ws rept adrovd mpoepy- 
revoay. Cf. Schol. XIII. with Luke viii. 22-25; Schol. XLIV. with Luke 
xvi. 19-31 (this last Eichhorn says nothing about); Scho]. XLVI. with 
Luke xvi. 29-31. 

¢ The variations given and noteworthy are as follow : — 


See Olshausen, p. 


Marcion. Luke. 
Chh. i. ii. omitted. Tertull. de Carne Chh. i. ii. Introduction. Annun- 
Chr. c. 1, 2. Epiphan. Haeres. ciation and birth of John. Annunci- 
XLII. 11. Jren. I. 27. 1. ation and birth of Jesus. His cir- 


cumcision. Presentation in the Tem- 
ple. Journey with his parents to the 
feast at Jerusalem. 

iil. 1: "Ev éree 8€ mevrexacdexdrp 
THs nyepovias TiBeplov xaicapos .... 
Appearance of John the Baptist. 
Baptism of Jesus. Genealogy. Temp- 
tation. iv. 31: nal xariAGey eis Ka- 
mepvaovp mow Ths Tadwaias .... 


t iii. 1, immediately connected with 
iv. 31. Anno quintodecimo prin- 
cipatus Tiberiani proponit eum (al. 
Deum) descendisse in civitatem 
Galilaeae Capharnaum. Tertull. 
c. Marc. IV. 7, comp. Epiph. § 11. 
Dialog. de recta fide, p. 869: os 
gaciv, émt TiBepiou xareXOav edn év Kachapvaovp. According to Isidor. 
Pelus. (Ep. 371. ad Philastr.) Marcion had not the genealogy. 


t iv. 34. vaapnve was omitted. 

iv. 38, f. Tertullian passes over, c. 8; 
according to Hahn it was not omit- 
ted, according to Ritschi, p. 76, f., 
it was. 

iv. 39, or 37, was followed by iv. 16 
— 30, with omission of vv. 24 ~—27. 
Tert.c. 8. Hahn, Ritschi. 

*v. 14: ia 9 papriptoy rotro dpiv. 
Tert.c.9. Epiph. Schol. I. 


Tertull.c. 7, 8. cf. v. 6. 


iv. 38: Healing of Peter’s mother- 
in-law. 


iv. 16—30: Jesus teaches in Naz- 
areth. 


v. 14: els papruptoy avrois. 


vi. 3,4: Epiphanius, Schol. XXI., quotes after ix. 44, but only by mistake ; 
Teriull, c. 12, quotes it in its proper order. 
vi. 12 was, according to Tertull. c. 13,somewhat enlarged. Hahn, p. 185. 


On the other side, Riéschi, p. 64. 
* vi. 17: xareBn evavrots. Epiph. 
Schol. IV. 
* vi. 23: patres eorum, Tertull. c. 
15; marépes nov, Epiphan. Schol. 
VI. 


vl. 17: xaraBas per adroav. 


vi. 23: sarépes abray. 
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Marcion. 

vii. 23. Epiph. Sch. VIII.: wapydAa- 
ypevoy TO* paxdpios, ds ov pi oK. 
éy épol. elxe yap ws mpos lodvyny: 
But Marcion read the same. Cf. 
Hahn on the’ passage. 

+ vii. 29 — 35 are passed over by Ter- 
tullian, and were probably want- 


ing. 


t viii. 19: sapeyévovro d¢ mpos avrdy 
(rivés?). Epiph. Sch. XII.: ovx 
eiyey 1 pntnp avrov kal of dded- 
gol avrod. 
points out this omission. 

t viii. 21 was interpolated from Matt. 
xii. 48 : ris pov pyrnp Kal of adeA- 
got; Tertull. c. Mare. iv. 19. 

ix. 31 was missing, according to Hahn 
and Ritschl, but Tertull. c. 22, 
Epiph. Sch. XVII., are not clear 
on this point. 

ix. 40: Epiph. Sch. XIX. obscurely 
refers to some omission, probably 
of the words kat ovx édvrvnbn- 
gay. 

x. 12-15: Passed over by Tertull. c. 
24, omitted according to H. and R. 

$ x.21: evxaptor®@ cot, Kupte Tov 
ovpavov. Epiph. Sch. XXII. Ter- 
tull. 1. c.c. 25: gratias ago et con- 
fiteor, domine coell. 

K. 22: ovdeis ywaoxe, ris éorew 6 
qarnp, et pr 6 vios,x.T-A. Tertull, 
ib, But M. read probably éyvo, 
according to Dial. de recta fid. I. 
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Luke. 
vii. 23: ds day py cxavdadicby év 
époi. 


vii. 29: xat mas 6 Naos axovoas, 
x.t.A. Note particularly v. 34: éA7- 
AvOev 6 vids rov avOp. érbiwy Kat mi- 
yvov, K. TA. 

viii. 19: wapey. 8. mpos avrév 7 
pnrnp x. of ddeAot avrov. 


Cf. Tertull. c. Mare. iv. 19, De carne Chr. c. 7, who also 


viii. 21: 6 8€ droxpiOels ete mpos 
avrovs* pntnp pov Kat ddedqoi pov 


e o> 
ovrol eit, K.T-X. 
ix. 31: of opOévres ev Sd£n EAcyov 
A » 
Thy €£odoy, x. TX. 


ix. 40: nat edenOnv Trav pabnray 
gov, iva ExBdAwow avTo Kat ovK édv- 


yn@noay. 


x. 12-15: Cry of woe over the 
cities of Chorazin and Bethsaida. 

x.21: €€oporoyotpail co, ma- 
TEp, KUpte TOU OUpavod Kal TAS yqs. 


X. 22: ovdeis yao. ris éorw 6 

vids, et py 6 marnp: 
ao > \ e¢ eA 

WaTnp, €t py 6 vids, kK. T. A. 


Sof 3 ¢ 
Kat TLE EOTLY O 


817. d. ren. IV. 6, 1: qui peritiores Apostolis volunt esse, sic dearer: 


bunt: Nemo cognovit patrem nisi filius, etc. 
Homil. Cf. Oredn. Beitr. I. 249. 
¢ x. 25: ri momoas (any KAnpovopn- 


oo; Tertull. ib But in Cap. 
XVIII. 8, Marcion had aiamor, 
according to Tertull. and Epiph. 

* xi. 1: mpocevyspevoy ro Trarpi. 
Tertull. ib. c. 26. 


So too Just. M. Clem. 
x. 25: ri woiujoas Conv aidvior, 
x.r.A. Also Germ. 2. omits aid- 


vitor. 


xi. 1: spowevydpevoy. 
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Marcion. 

xi. 2, perhaps: éAdérw ro dytov mvev- 
pa cov éd’ nas. Tertull. ib. 

Tt xi. 20: 9 yevea arn onpetoy aire, 
kal onpeiov ov SoOncerat avrip. 
Epiph. Sch. XXV. cf. with the 
Refut., where the text is filled out. 
Tertull. ib. does not quote the miss- 
ing words. 

{ xi. 30-32 wanting, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XXV. Tertuil. ib. 
takes no notice of it, and passes 
over from xi. 29 to xi. 33. 


{ xi. 42: nal mapépyerOe thy «KA7- 
ov. Epiph. Sch. XXVI. Tertull. 
c. 27; in this writer without com- 
plaint of corruption. The words 
ravra dec moiwjoat, x. Tr. A. Were 
wanting. 

t xi. 49-51 omitted, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XXVIII.; Tertull. ib. 
passes it over. 


ft xii. 6 omitted, according to Epiph. 
Sch. XXIX., and is also not men- 
tioned by Tertull. c. 28. So also 
verse 7, connected with it. 

xii. 8: mas 59 dv dpodoynoe éy euol 
éumpoobev rav dvOparey, kai 6 vids 
rod dvOphmov dspodoynoe év aire 
eumpoobeyv rov Geod. Epiph. Sch. 
XXX. Tertull. ib. 

xii. 28 was omitted, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XXX.}; according to 
Tertull. c. 29, however, not. 

xii. 32: pr) Po8ov, ro pexpov rroluy- 
ov, Ore evddxnoev 6 rar)p Sovva 
ipiy ry Bacwreiav. Epiph. Sch. 
XXXIV. 
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Luke. 
xi. 2: dyac@nra rd dvoua cov. 
Cf. the various readings in Griesb. 
xi. 20:  yevea atrn movnpa 
éore't onpetoy emi(nret, cal onp- 
ov S08. airy ei ph ro onpetoy 
"Tova. 


xi. 30: xaos yap éyévero "Iwvas 
onpeiov Trois Nevevirais, x. T. A. 

— 31: Bacittooa vérov éyepOnce- 
Tal, KT. A. 

— 32: dv8pes Nuvevi, x. 7. X. 

xi. 42: x.map. ripvepiow. The 
words ravra ¢e. morjoas are wanting 
in D cant. veron. 


xi. 49: 8a rovro cal 7 copia rod 
Oeod elev, k. T. X. 

— 50: tva éex(ntn6f ro alpa mavrov 
Toy mpopnrav, K.T.X. 

— 51: awd rod aiparos “AeA, 
KT. A. 

xii. 6: odx) révre orpovdia madei- 
rat, K.T.A. 


xii. 8: a. 8s ay dp. ev vol Eur. tr. 
avOp., x. 6 vl. 7. &. dp. ev avr. eump. 
rdv ayyéAoyv rod Geov. Also 
Mt. a. omits r. dyy. Cf. Matt. x. 
32, 33. 

xii. 28: e2 3 rov xdprov....6 
Geds ovTas audiévyver, K. 7. A. 


xii. 32: pr) ho. .... 6 manip 


UpOv, KT. A. 


¢ It is not certain that these words were omitted ; Epiphanius, perhaps, 
quotes more freely. But they are wanting in Cod. 235. 


15 





114 


Marcon. 
xii. 33, f., not alluded to by Teréull., 
omitted according to Hahn, 92. 
* xii. 38: nat day €AOn7 rH EaTe- 
pivg puvrang. Epiphan. Sch. 
XXXYV. 


* xii. 51. Here Tertull. ib. charges 
peptopdy a8 a corruption. 

{ xiii. 1-9 wanting, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XXVIII. Tertull. c. 
30, also passes it over. 

{ xiii. 28: éxei Eorat 6 KAavOpos cat 
6 Bpvypos trav oddyrav, ray oyn- 
abe wavras Tovs dixaious ev 
ty Baotreig rov Oeov, tpas 8é éx- 
Baddopevous al kparovpevovus 
é£o. Epiph.Sch. XL. Tertuill. ib. 

{ xiii. 29-35 wanting, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XLI. Tertull. passes 
it over. 


* xiv. 26: xaradeimes Tov marépa, 
x.t. A. Epiph. Ref. LXX. 

{ xv. 11-32 wanting, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XLII. Tertuil. c. 32, 
passes it over. 

* xvi. 12: éudv. Tertull. c. 33. 

{ xvi. 17: evxormrepov S€ éorw roy 
oupavoy K. THY yy wapedbeiv [as 
kal 6 vopos x. of mpop7rat] 
} TOY ASyav pou— Hahn erro- 
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Luke. 

xii. 33, f.: mwAnoare ra Urdpxovra 
Upov, K. TA. 

xii. 38: ....éy ry Sevrépa 
hur. xalév ry trpitryn Pur. EA Op. 
With Marc. Veron. Other MSS. unite 
his reading with the common one. 


on Marcion the genuine reading d:a- 


xviii. 1-9. Of the Galileans who 
were killed, and of the fig-tree. 


xili. 28: €xet €orat 6 KA. x. 6 Bp.T. 
6.,6r. dW. "ABpaay x. Ioaax x. la- 
xoB nal wavras rovs rpo oi 
ras evr. Bac. rt. 0., tuas dé €x Bad- 
Aopévous ew. With Marc. Ambr. 
has once x. r. dtxaious. 

xiii. 29, f.: xat f£ovow amd avaro- 
Ady xal dvopay .... Kat dvaxdOnoor- 
rat, x. r- AX. Ver. 31-35. Jesus 
foreteJis the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. 

xiv. 26: poet r. warepa. But the 
other reading is also in Orig. 

xv. 11-32. The parable of the 
prodigal son. 

xvi. 12: dpérepov. With Marc. 
Cod. 157. Vind. 

Xvi. 17: evxom....- mwapehbew, ij 
Tov vopov pilav Kkepaiay me- 
wet. 


neously, after Tertull., rov xupiov — piay xepaiay receiv. Tertull.1.c. 
The words in brackets are, according to Ritsch/, p. 43, an addition by this 


Father. 

* xvil. 2: AvowreNet aiTr@, €f OVK 
€yevynOn, i Aidos pudomnds, 
K.T. A. 


} xvii. 10 wanting, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XLVII. Tertull. c. 


XVii. 2: Avowr. avr., ef pros om- 
Kos Tepixecrat, K. T. A. 

Utilius autem fuerat (s. est) illi, ne 
nasceretur, aut lapis, etc. Veron. 
vere. and other MSS. in Griesb. 

XVil. 10: oUrm.... A€yere> Ore 
8ovdAor axpetol éoper, K.T. A. 
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Marcion. 
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Luke. 


35, does not mention xvii. 5-10, and it seems very likely, according to — 
 Ritschl, p. 117, that only ver. 7-10 were omitted. 


xvii. 12-19. Here, according to 
Epiph. Sch. XLVIII., Marcion 
cut much away. The following 
alteration is expressly given. 

*— 14: calanwéoretAev avrovs 
A€yav: Bei€are avrovs ois 
lepevor. 


xvii, 12-19. Of the ten lepers. 


—14: eal38aovelrevairois: 
mopevOévres emtdeiEare éavr. 
tT. lep. 


The following was then interpolated from Luke iv. 27: dri woAAol Aempol 
Hoay év jpépats EXicaalov rod mpopyrov, cal odx éxabapicOn el pi) Neepay 6 


SvUpos. 
XVill. 19: pn pe A€yere dyabdy: 
els doriy dyadds, 6 mario. 
* xviii. 20: ras évrodds of 8a. Epiph. 
Sch. L. objects only to the addition 
6 marnp and olda. But Tertull. c. 
36, read oidas. 

{ Xvili. 31-34 wanting, according to 
Eptph. Sch. LIT. Tertull. 1. c. 
passes it over. 


{T Xvili. 37: 6 va{apatos was omitted, 


tion it. 


Also Tertull. c. 35, read this. 


But RitschZ, p. 119, ff., denies it. 
xviii. 19: ri pe A€yecs ayabdy: 
avdeis dyads, et pr) ets 5 Beds. 
xviii. 20: rads évroAds oldas. 


xviii. 31-34. Jesus foretells his 
sufferings according to prophecies of 
the O. T. 
for Epiph.and Tertull. do not men- 


T xix. 9 had not the words cadre xal adros vids "ABpadp éorw, for Tertull. c. 
37, cites them not as opposed to Marcion’s system. 


¢ xix. 29-46 wanting, according to 
Epiph. Sch. LI. Tertull. ib. 
passes it over. 

| xx. 9-18 missing, according to 
Epiph. Sch. LV.; in Tertull. c. 38, 
it is not cited. 

XX. 19: nal é(nrncav émiBadreiy én’ 
aurav Tas xeipas, Kal epoBnOnoay. 
Epiph. Sch. LIV. without com- 
plaint of alteration. In Marcion 
this verse was connected with xx. 
8, and the last words, ¢yvyacay yap, 
x.r.A., must have been omitted, 
for they refer to ver. 9- 18. 

{ xx. 37, 38, missing, according to 
Epiph. Sch. LV1I., who read it 
twice, for he says: devrepdoa rov 
oaripa riy mapaBoAny. In Tertull. 
c. 38, it does not occur. 


xix.29-46. Jesus’s entrance into 
Jerusalem, purification of the Tem- 
ple. 

xx. 9-18. Parable of the labor- 
ers in the vineyard. 


xx.19: x. é€. of dpxtepets x. 
of ypappareis émB. én. avr. tr. 
xeip. év alr tH Spe, x. ép. roy 
Aady: éyvacav yap, Sre mpos 
avrovs tiv mapaBoAny ravrny 
elmev. 


xx. 37,38: dre dé eyeipovrat of 
vexpol, xal Macys eunvucey, x. Tr. X. 
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Marcion. 

{ xxi. 1-4 Tertull. does not men- 
tion. 

¢ xxi. 18 omitted, according to Epiph. 
Sch. LVIII. 

} xxi. 21, f., omitted, according to 
Epiph. Sch. LIX. on account of 
the last words. Tertull.c. 39, ad- 
duces neither verse. 

} xxi. 27, kai 8d£ns omitted, which 
Tertull. c. 39, does not quote, ac- 
cording to Hahn, p. 201, but not 
according to Ritschl, p. 43. 

} xxi. 32: dpny A€yw dpiv, Gre ov py 
mapedOn 6 ovpavos kal yy, 

Tertull. 1. 


o U 4 
éws dy mavra yevnrat. 


GOSPELS. 


Luke. 
xxi. 1-4. Of the widow’s mite. 


xxi. 18: cat Opi€ éx ths Kepadjys 
Upav ov py ardéAnras. 

xxi. 21, f.: rére of év ry “Iovdaig 
gevyéraocay . . . . Tov mAnpwOnvat 


TwavTa Ta yeypappeva. 


xxi. 27: nat rére SWovrat Tov vidy 
Tov avOp. épydpevoy év vedeAn, pera 
duvdpews xal Sd€ns modAjs. 


xxi. 32: duny.... maperdy 7 ye- 
Ved QUTN, KT.A. 


c.: Adhuc ingerit, non transiturum coelum ac terram, nisi omnia peragan- 


tur. 
¢ xxi. 36 not mentioned by Tertull. 


¢ xxii. 3 probably omitted, according 
to Tertull. V.6. Epiph. Ref. LX. 
Hahn, 203. Ritschi, 126. 

{ xxll. 16 omitted, according to 
Epiph. Sch. LXII.  Tertull. IV. 
40, does not quote it, nor ver. 17, 
18, which according to R. p. 50, 
were really omitted. 

} xxii. 30 omitted, according to Epiph. 
Ref. LXIII.; also Tertuil. c. 41, 
passes over ver. 23-30. Accord- 
to Ritschl, p. 32, ver. 24-30 were 
wanting. | 

{ xxii. 35-46 Tertull. c. 40, does 
not quote; according to Epiphan. 
Sch. LXIV. ver. 35 was cut away; 

. but ver.41, according to LXV. was 
in existence, and probably also ver. 
39-42, 45, f. Ritschl, p. 111. 


But according to Ritschl, p. 44, Tertull. here made a mistake. 


Xxi. 36: dypumveire .... kal ora- 
Onvat €umpoaber rovd viovd r. avOp. 
xxii. 3: x. eiondde caravas eis 


Xxii. 16: A€yw yap bpiv, sre odxére 

ov py payw é& avrov, €ws Grou mAn- 
a >? an ’ a a 
poby ev ry Baordeig Tov Geov. 


xxii. 24-30. Dispute among the 
disciples. 


XXii. 35, 8q.: Kal elev avrois: Ore 
> £7 ec «a 3 
améoretha tpas, kK. T. A... 2 + Ke GYO- 
pacdT@ pdayatpay. 

37: A€yo yap tpiv, ore Ere rovro 

o a “ ? b] a 
TO yeypappevoy Set reXeoOnvas év Epi, 
b! ‘ 4 9 > , 

TO Kal pera avduwv edoyiobn. 


42-44. Of Christ’s agony and 


bloody sweat in Gethsemane. The passage is wanting also in AB and 


other authorities. See Griesd. 
xxil. 49-51 omitted, according to 

Epiph. Sch. LXVII. Tertuil. also 

fails to mention it; it could hardly 


xxii. 49-51. Peter cuts off the 
ear of the high-priest’s servant. 


remain after the removal of ver. 35-38. 
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Marcion. Luke. 

{ Xxill. 2: rodroy evpopev Stacrpe- xxiii. 2: rovr. evp. Siaorp. r. 
govra rd €bvos cal karadvovra ebvos kwAvovra xaicapt dédpous 
Tov vépov kxatrovs mpogn- dddva x. Adyovra é€avrov Xper- 
Tas, kal keXevovtra ddpovs p) ordv Bacir€a elvac. 

Sovvas xal dvagrpédhorvtra ras 
yuvatxas kat ra réxva. Epiph. Sch. LXIX. LXX. From Tertull. 
nothing can be gathered. 

xxili. 34 wanted the words S:apepi(dpevor, x. r. A., according to Tertull. c. 
42: Vestitum plene ejus a militibus divisum, partim sorte concessum, 
Marcion abstulit, respiciens Psalmi prophetiam. But Luke does not cite 
this passage, and Epiph. Sch. LXXI. quotes the objectionable words. 

{ Xxiii. 43 omitted, according to Xxill. 43: onpepoy per épod eon ev 
Epiph. Sch. LXXII.; so also prob- 1r@ mapadeiog. 
ably ver. 39, ff. , according to Riischl. 

{ xxiii. 47-49 Tertull. does not ad- xxiii.47: . . . . dvras 6 dvydpoa- 
duce. The passage was omitted, aos otros Sixatos fv. ver. 49: 
according to Hahn,214,not accord- elotnxecay S€ mavres of yyworot 
ing to Ritschi, 63. avurov. 

xxiv. 25 — 27 was, according to Epiph. Sch. LXXVIL., altered ; but his com- 
plaint is self-contradictory. He says, first, that Marcion cut away ver. 
25, 26 (mapéxoe ro elpnuévov mpds KAedmav xal rov GAdoy.... 76° O 
avdnrot), and then that, in ver. 25, instead of ols éAdAnoay of mpod7rat, 
he read ols é\dAnoa tiv. So also in Dial. c. Marc. sect. IV. p. 857. 
Tertull. c. 43, adduces, guae locutus est ad vos; and so must also M.’s 
reading have been. Accordingly, ver. 27 certainly was omitted. 

xxiv. 26-35 Tertull. does not distinctly adduce; probably ver. 27 was 
omitted, as also the Jast words of ver. 32: xal as Sinvoryey nui ras 
ypadhas. 

{ xxiv. 37 Marc. read davracpya for mvedpa, according to Tertull., and in 
ver. 39 perhaps omitted WnAadnoaré pe xal Were. 

{ xxiv. 44-46 passed over by Tertull. c. 43, and probably the words dre 
Sei mAnpwOyvat, x. Tr. A. were omitted. 

xxiv. 47 Tertull.c. 43, adduces again. Whether the rest was wanting is not 
clear ; but Epiph. § 11, p. 311, says that M. cut off much from the end. 
According to Riéschi, 129, he read ver. 50, 51. — A view of Marcion’s 
Gospel has been given by Hahn and Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T. I. 401, sqq. 


§ 72 a. 


The variations with an asterisk (*) prefixed are simply 
different, and in part correct readings. Some of those indi- 
cated by an obelisk ( ¢ ) are manifestly such as support the 
Anti-Judaistic system of the heretic, others are proved to be 
such by the refuters,* and others naturally follow from these. 
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Consistency, however, does not appear in the work; and, 
as he did not hesitate to use forced explanations,’ he 
might easily have allowed much to remain that now is 
wanting. 


* On the reasons not at once manifest for many omissions, see Olshausen, 
p. 208, f., and Hahn on many passages; yet Ritschl now and then raises 
well-founded objections. 

> Tertull. c. 43: Marcion quaedam contraria sibi illa credo industria era- 
dere de Evangelio suo noluit, ut ex his, quae eradere potuit nec erasit, illa, 
quae erasit, aut negetur erasisse aut merito erasisse dicatur. Nec parcit 
nisi eis, quae non minus aliter interpretando quam delendo subvertit. Ter- 
tullian adduces such explanations, e. g. cap. 9,on Luke v. 12-16; c. 15, on 
vi. 233 c. 22, on ix. 28-36; c. 43, on xxiv. 39. Cf. Olsh. p. 195, ff. Hahn 
on al] these passages. 


§ 725. 


On the other hand, it is asserted that a part of the pas- 
sages which M. omitted or read differently must, on exeget- 
ical ‘grounds, be considered interpolations ; and, indeed, 
many of them must appear more or less objectionable to 
the commentator, and in.a degree even to the critic (vii. 29— 
30, x. 12-15, xi. 42, xii. 6, xiii. 29 — 35, xxi. 18, xxii. 24-38, 
43, f.). In regard to most of them, however, this assertion, 
and the hypothesis that Marcion had before him the “ origi- 
nal Luke,” are without foundation® 


@ The following larger passages, which M. did not read, must, according 
to Ritschl, p. '73, ff., have been wanting in the original Luke: — iv. 24 - 27. 
But this passage cannot be omitted without making ver. 28 incomprehensi- 
ble. — iv. 38, f. The avrots referring to the disciples, whom Jesus, accord- 
ing to Luke, had not as yet, betrays the interpolation. But was not Simon — 
were not probably other guests there ? — xi. 29-32. By affixing the words 
1) yeved .... aury to ver. 33, a better connection would be formed. But 
this even Baur, p. (462) 399, f., denies. — xi. 49-51. See against it Baur, 
ib. — xii. 33, f. The fitness of the connection between ver. 34 and 35 is 
erroneously denied. — xviii. 31-34. The allusion to prophecies is found 
only in interpolated — we may with equal justness say in expunged — pas- 
sages. Ver. 34 is by the same author as ix. 45. — xix. 29-46. The en- 
trance of Jesus into Jerusalem has been designedly left out by the author of 
the original Luke, and he has given us to understand in the parable, ver. 
11, ff., that Jesus did not wish to appear as king of the Jews. But this is 
not the object and meaning of that entrance, and without it the reader would 
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never have learned how Jesus reached Jerusalem. Between ver. 30 and 47 
there would be a gap. SBesides, ver. 30 is in Luke's style, cf. xxiii. 53, 
and ver. 43 agrees well with xxi. 20, f. Finally, Mark found this pas- 
sage in Luke, and, as usual, combined the two texts. —xx. 9-18 must 
be an addition, as appears from ¢yywoay yap, x. r.A., ver. 19, the causal 
clause not referring to the immediately preceding clause x. épo8nOnoar, 
k.r- A. But examples of a like carelessness are found in Acts xviii. 3, 
XXvili. 20, Mark ix. 34, and Mark, who borrowed the passage and had the 
whole work before his eyes, found no difficulty in this. Besides, the expres- 
sion mpoaéGero, ver. 11, 12, is from Luke’s pen, cf. xix. 11, Acts xii. 3.— 
xx. 37, f. This second part of Jesus’s reply is not wanted, because in 
ver. 34 Jesus does not, as in Matt. xxii. 29, enter on the resurrection ques- 
tion, but confines himself to the difficulty urged by the Sadducees. But 
by of dyriAéyorres, x.7.A., ver. 27, the Evangelist makes reference to this 
question. — xxi. 21, f. is said to be at variance with the context. But the 
word éxdixnois is from Luke’s pen, cf. xvili. 3, 5, Acts vii. 24; the thought 
in xix. 27 also corresponds. — xxiii. 39-43. The promise does not agree 
with the New Testament eschatology, —an uncertain ground. Passages 
like xxii. 16-18, 49-51, xiii. 1-9, xv. 11-32, xvii. 7-10, R. himself 
regards as uncertain, or as proving little. 

In the following passages, Marcion is supposed to have the original read- 
ings: — xiii. 28. But the antithesis of the heathen is, according to ver. 26, 
very appropriate; and as the expression éxet Zora: 6 xAavOpos, x. r. A., is 
peculiar to Matthew, it is most natural to suppose that Luke borrowed the 
passage from him without change. — xvi. 17. rod ydzov is inappropriate. 
But play xepaiay does not correspond to ray Adyov pov. — viii. 21. The 
interpolator has struck out the words ris eorw pnrnp, x. Tr. r., because 
they might be misused in favor of Gnosticism (!). In x. 21, the interpolator 
has added xat r. yjs. Improbable, for Matthew has it.— Ver. 22. The 
transposition of the clauses in Marcion is original. But only to kai ris 
éorw 6 marnp, x. T- A. does the clause xat @ éav 6 vids, x. r. A., which follows 
it in our canonical Luke, correspond. —xx. 35. The interpolator has 
erased the words dro r. Oeod. But the verb xaragiody is used absolutely 
also in xxi. 36, Acts v. 41.— xxii. 3. The interpolator must have in- 
terpolated Satan (?).-— xxiv. 25. Marcion’s reading is genuine, ém ma- 
ow ols éAdAncey jpiv, as in ver. 6, 7. But why the waow? Also m- 
orevevy is inappropriate. — Ver. 44-46 the interpolator must have added. 
With as much correctness, it 1s asserted that M. cut it off (see above at xviii. 
31, ff.).— Ver. 48, 49, 52, 53 are inserted by the interpolator for the sake 
of agreement with Acts. Marcion read ver. 50, 51, which differ from Acts. 
Why did not the interpolator expunge these ? 
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§ 72. 


The supposition that the third Evangelist did nothing 
but fill out and add to the older Gospel used by Marcion, 
does not correspond to the design which he states in his 
procmium, ch. i. 3.2. Moreover, it cannot be conceded 
that that original writing existed down to Marcion’s time,” 
and that our third Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles 
first arose after the time of this heretic. How late, on this 
supposition, would Mark become, who used our Luke! 
Marcion, besides, does not pretend that his Gospel was such 
an original, but professes to be merely the emendator of the 
(supposed) corrupt canonical Luke, with which he was ac- 
quainted.° He was also acquainted with the other Gospels, 
or some of them. ‘These he at first accepted; but after- 
wards rejected, as coming from Jewish Apostles and con- 
taining Jewish opinions.* 


* According to Baur, the proemium of Luke first appears in its right 
light on this supposition, p. (599, ff.) 516, ff. 

> According to Ritschl (§ 67 c), Justin Martyr was acquainted with it. 
But Tertull. had no knowledge of this : Cont. Mare. iv. 5: Marcionis (Evan- 
gelium) plerisque nec notum, nuilis autem notum, ut non eo damnatum. 
Habet plane et illud ecclesias, sed suas, tam posteras, quam adulteras. The 
testimony of an anonymous writer in Append. ad Tertull. de Praescr. adv. 
haeret. c. 51, — (Cerdon) solum Evangelium Lucae, nec tamen totum reci- 
pit, — rests on an error. According to Theodoret. Haeret. fab. I. 24, Cerdon 
had several Gospels. 
- © Tertull. 1V.4: Ego meum (Evang.) dico verum, Marcion suum. Ego 
Marcionis affirmo adulteratum, Marcion meum. Quis inter nos determina- 
bit, nisi temporis ratio, ei praescribens auctoritatem, quod antiquius reperie- 
tur, et el praejudicans vitiationem, quod posterius revincetur.... adeo 
antiquius Marcione est, quod est secundum nos, ut et ipse ille Marcion ali- 
quando crediderit. .... Si enim id Evangelium, quod Lucae refertur penes 
nos .... ipsum est, quod Marcion per Antitheses suas arguit ut interpolatum 
a protectoribus Judaism: ad concorporationem legis et prophetarum, qua etiam 
Christum inde configerent, utique non potuisset arguere, nisi quod invenerat. 
From what follows, Marcion seems to have claimed to be the emendator of 
his Gospel. Emendator sane Evangelii, a Tiberianis usque ad Antoniana 
tempora eversi, Marcion solus et primus obvenit, exspectatus tam diu a 
Christo .... nisi quod humanae temeritatis, non divinae auctoritatis nego- 
tium est haeresis, quae sic semper emendat Evangelia, dum vitiat ... . Itaque 
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dum emendat, utrumque confirmat et nostrum anterius id emendans, quod 
invenié: et id posterius, quod de nostri emendatione constituens suum et 
novum fecit. Onthe other hand, Schwegler, Nachap. Zeitalt. 1. 278, Ritschl, 
p. 25, ff., answer, that Evangelium here means the Gospel message. C. 25, 
referring to Luke x. 25: In haeretico vita solummodo posita est sine 
aeternae mentione . .. . viderit nunc, si aefernam nostri addideruni (as he 
pretended). 


4 Iren. Adv. haeres. I. 27. 2, of Marcion: Semetipsum veraciorem, quam 
sunt hi, qui Evangelium tradiderunt, apostoli, suasit discipulis suis, non 
Evangelium (the whole collection!), sed particulam Evangelii (the Gospel 
of Luke) tradens eis. III. 2, of Marcion and other heretics: .... A posto- 
los admiscuisse ea, quae sunt /egalia, Salvatoris verbis. 12, 12: Et Aposto- 
los quidem adhuc quae sunt Judaeorum sentientes annuntiasse Evangelium, 
se autem sinceriores et prudentiores Apostolis esse. Unde et Marcion et 
qui ab eo sunt, ad intercidendas scripturas conversi sunt, guasdam quidem in 
totum non cognoscentes, secundum Lucam autem Evangelium et epistolas 
Pauli decurtantes, haec sola legitima esse dicunt, quae ipsi minoraverunt. 
Tertull.c. Mare. IV. 3: .... Marcion nactus Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas, 
etiam ipsos Apostolos sugillantis, ut non recto pede incedentes ad veritatem 
Evangelii, simul et accusantis pseudapostolos quosdam, pervertentes Evan- 
gelium Christi, connititur ad destruendum statum eorum Evangeliorum, quae 
propria et sub Apostolorum nomine eduntur, vel etiam Apostolicorum, ut scili- 
cet fidem, quam illis adimit, suo conferat. .... Si Apostolos praevarica- 
tionis et simulationis suspectos Marcion haberi queritur, usque ad Evangelii 
depravationem Christum jam accusat. Si vero Apostoli integrum Evange- 
lium contulerunt,.... pseudapostoli autem veritatem eorum interpolaverunt, 
et inde sunt nostra dig gesta: quod erit germanum illud Apostolorum instru- 
mentum, quod wialicrse passum est? II.17: . hoc quoque testimonium 
Christi in creatorem (Matt. v. 45) Marcion de Bans gelio eradere ausus est. 
IV. 7: Hoc (Matt. v. 17) Marcion, ut additum, erasit. IV.9:.... con- 
stat .... te potius vocem Domini de Evangelio erasisse, quam nostros inje- 
cisse. This refers to the rejection of the Gospel of Matthew. Tertuill. De 
carne Christi, c. 2: Aufer hinc, inquit, molestos semper Caesaris census et 
diversoria angusta et sordidos pannos et dura praesepia. Viderit angelica 
multitudo Dominum suum noctibus honorans. Servent potius pecora pa- 
stores, et magi ne fatigentur de Jonginquo, dono illis aurum suum..... (Cf. 
Matt. i. ii., Luke i. ii.) His, opinor, consiliis tot originalia instrumenta 
Christi, Marcion, delere ausus es, ne caro ejus probaretur. Ex qua, oro te, 
auctoritate? Si propheta es, praenuntia aliquid. .... Si tantum Christi- 
anus es, crede quod traditum est. Si nihil istorum es, merito dixerim, mo- 
rere .... qui non es Christianus, non credendo, quod creditum Christianos 
facit .... qui cum fuisses, excidisti rescindendo, quod retro credidisti, sicut 
et ipse confiteris in quadam epistola..... (Cont. Marc. IV. 4: Quid nune, 
si negaverint Marcionitae primam apud nos fidem ejus adversus epistolam 
quoque ipsiust) Atque in rescindendo, quod credidisti, probas, antequam 
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rescinderes, aliter fuisse, quod credidisti aliter. Illud ita erat traditum ; 
porro quod traditum erat, id erat verum, ut ab iis traditum, quorum fuit 
tradere. Ergo quod erat traditum rescindens, quod erat verum rescidisti. 
Cont. Marc. IV. 5: .... dum constet haec quoque (caetera Evangelia) apud 
Ecclesias fuisse, cur non haec quoque Marcion attigit, aut emendanda, si 
adulterata, aut agnoscenda, si integra? Nam et competit, ut si qui Evan- 
gelium pervertebant, eorum magis curarent perversionem, quorum sciebant 
auctoritatem receptiorem. De carne Christi, c.3: Si scripturas opinioni tuae 
resistentes non de industria alias rejecisses, alias corrupisses, confudisset 
te.... Evangelium Joannis. He rejected this Gospel because it did not 
agree with his anti-Jewish system, and because ch. i. 1 opposed him; Olsh. 
p. 371. Hahn, p. 269, ff. 


6. Other less important Uncanonical Gospels. 


§ 73a. 


The Gospel of Bartholomew, so called by Jerome® (§ 63), 
did not differ, according to other authorities,” from that of 
Matthew, unless we are to regard it as a later pseudonymous 
production. 


@ It is mentioned by Gelas. in Decreto de libris apocryphis in Jure Canon. 
distinct. XV. can. 3, in Fabric. Cod. apocr. I. p. 137, Beda ad Luce. i. 1. 

b Euseb. H. E. V.10: .... eis IvSovs eAdety Aéyerat (6 Ldvrawvos). *“EvOa 
Adyos etpety avrov mpoPOdcay tiv ab’rov mapoveiay To Kara MarOaioy evayye- 
ALoy, mapa tiow avrd&e Tov Xptoroy ereyvoxdory* ols, BapSodopaiov ray arro- 
ordAwy eva knpv§at, avrois re “EBpaiwy ypappact tv Tov Maraiov KaraXei- 
at ypadny, as kai oaleoOar eis rov dnAovpevov xpdvov. Hieron. De vir. 
illustr. c. 36, Pantaen.: .... ubi (in India) reperit Bartholomaeum de duo- 
decim A postolis adventum Domini nostri Jesu Christi juxta Matthaei Evange- 
lium praedicasse, quod Hebraicis litteris scriptum revertens Alexandriam se- 
cum detulit. According to Grabe (Spicil. Patr.I. 128) the Gospel of Matthew 
was ascribed to Bartholomew because he recommended and interpolated it, 
or wrote an introduction to it. An expression of Bartholomew in Pseud. 
Dionys. Areop. De myst. theol. c. 1 (Fabric. 1. c. p. 341, sq.) : nat modAny 
Tv Oeodoyiav etvat Kal édaxlorny, Kat ro evayyéAtov mAaTY Kai péya Kal adots 
OUvTETBNLEVOY. 


§ 73 b. 

Of the Gospel of Matthias (§ 63) we have no other dis- 
tinct trace That of Thomas, on the contrary (§ 63, and in 
Gelasius), which is counted among the Manichean writ- 
ings,” is probably extant in the Evang. Infantiae, which has 
been ascribed to Thomas. 
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* Euseb. IIT. 25, counts it and that of Thomas among the heretical Gos- 
pels. In some codd. Gelasius also names it. 

» Cyrill. Hieros. Catech. IV. 38, VI. 61: pndels dvaywwonérw To Kata 
Owpay evayyédiov: od ydp é€orw évds ray 8adexa aroordé\wy, GAN’ évds rey 
Kax@y Tptav TOU Mdvn pabnrav. The same is expressed by Leont. Byzant., 
Petrus Sic., Phot., Anathematismi Manichaeor. in Fabric. p. 354. 

° In Coteler. Patr. apost. in notis ad Constitutt. apost. VI. 16. Fabric. 
Cod. apocr. N. T. p. 159, sqq. Thilo, Cod. apocr. I. 274, sqq. 


§ 73 c. 


The Gospels of Apelles* and Basilides,” mentioned above 
(§ 63), were, as it seems, arbitrary extracts and elabora- 
tions. 


* Origen. Ep. ad Alexandr., in Rufin. De adulteratione libr. Orig., ad 
calc. Opp. Orig. Vol. IV. p. 52, ed. De la Rue: Videte, quali purgatione dis- 
putationem nostram purgavit, tali nempe, qauli purgatione Marcion Evangelia 
purgavit vel Apostolum ; vel quali successor ejus post ipsum Apelles.... 
subverterunt Scripturarum veritatem. Eptiphan. Haeres. XLIV. § 4, to 
Apelles: E? dé xai 4 BovAes AapBdvers dmd trys Oeias ypadns, cat & Bovre 
katadtumavers, dpa your xptris mpocxabicas, ovy éppeveurns Trav vdpov..... 
§ 2: Ovrws ydp, pyow, én (6 Xpiords) ev rp evayyeAla: “yiverbe 36- 
Kippot tpameliras:’ xp ydp, pyow, ard maons ypadis avadéyov ra 
xpnowa. Cf. § 67 c, note f. 

> Euseb. H.E. IV. 7: Karndéev eis nuds év rots rére yvwpipwrarov ovy- 
ypapéws “Aypimma Kaoropos ixaywraros xara Bacweldou éXeyxos .... éxcpai- 
yor avrov ra dmdppyra, pyoiy avroy els pév rd evayyétov Téeooupa mpds Trois 
elxoot ouvraga: BiBdia. Hieron. De vir. illustr. c.31. The passages which 
Clem. Alex. Strom. III. p. 426, Epiphan. Haeres. XXIV. § 5, represent B. 
as quoting, are found somewhat altered in Matt. xix. 11, f., vii.6. Accord- 
ing to Neand. Gnost. Syst. p. 84, B.’s Gospel was that of the Hebrews, in 
the shape in which the Jewish sects in Syria used it. 

The following were heretical works: the Gospel of Perfection, of Eve 
(Epiphan. XXVI. 2), of Philip (ib. § 13), of Truth (dren. III. 11, ef. Ter- 
tull. De praescr. c. 49), of Judas Iscariot (Epiphan. XXXVIII. 1. Theo- 
doret. Haeret. fabb. I. 15). The Protevangel of James (cf. Origen. ad 
Matt. xiii. 54-56. Epiphan. XXX. 23) is found in Fabric. 1. c. p. 66, sqq. 


General Conclusions regarding the Uncanonical Gospels. 


§ 74. 


Of all the above-mentioned uncanonical Gospels, the 
Gospel of the Hebrews is that of which we have the most 
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complete ‘and certain knowledge. It is the oldest; but its 
use is traceable no farther back than Hegesippus (about 
A. D. 160), nor beyond the circle of the Jewish Christians ; 
for the orthodox Fathers, far from placing it on a par with 
the canonical Gospels, reckon it among the ungenuine 
(Origen, § 64 a, note a; Euseb. Pt. I., § 24, note a)2 Its 
character was fluctuating and uncertain, and it seems to 
have undergone various elaborations. Its well-known con- 
tents show that it was closely allied to, though by no means 
the original of, Matthew’s Gospel. All the other uncanoni- 
cal Gospels are either varieties of the Gospel of the Hebrews 
or heretical corruptions. Accordingly, none of the Gospel 
essays mentioned by Luke (i. 1), unless some of the canon- 
ical Gospels are included among them, have been preserved 
or remained in use. 

« It is remarkable that Origen does not reckon it among the wodAoi of 


Luke (§ 63, note a), from which it would seem that he did not give it any 
great antiquity. 


Evangelic Tradition. 
§ 75. 


In addition to what was recorded in the canonical and 
uncanonical Gospels, various contributions to the evangelic 
history, and especially expressions of Jesus, were given by 
oral tradition.» When church writers quote such as are not 
found in our Gospels, they may have drawn them in part 
from uncanonical Gospels, and in part from tradition.” 


* To these belonged Acts xx. 35: paxdpidy dors Siddvac paddAov # AapBd- 
vey. 

> Origen. Comment. in Matt. xvii. 12. Vol. III. p. 513: Kal "Incois yooy 
dno, da rovs dabevovvras nobevovy, cai dia rovs mewovras éreivav. Clem. 
Alex. Strom. I. p. 346: Aireiode yap, pnot, ta peydAa, cal ra puxpa piv 
apooreOnoera. Origen. De orat. § 2.43: Kat aireire ra éovpdua, ai ra 
éniyea ipiv mpooreOnoera. Clem. Alex. Strom. VI. p. 636, sq.: Syolv 6 
Ilérpos eipnxévas roy xvptov trois amoordédois: *Eav pev ody tis Sedna Tov 
"IopanA peravonoat, kat Sua Tov dvdpards pou morevery émi rov Oedy, apebn- 
govrat aur@ ai duapriat. Mera dadexa érn e€€AOere eis rv Kdcpov, py tts 
ein, ovx neovoapev. Cf. Eused. H. E. V. 18.—Still more in Grabe, 
Spicil. patr. I. 12 (cf. Fabric. p. 333). Kérner, De sermonibus Christi dypd- 
gos. Lips. 1776. 4to. 
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Very Ancient Acceptance of the Canonical Gospels. 
§ 76 4. 


Trenaus, Clement of Alexandria, and Tertullian testify to 
the general acceptance of our canonical Gospels at the end 
of the second century, and even farther back.* 


* Tren. Adv. haer. III. 11,7: Tanta est autem circa Evangelia haec fir- 
mitas, ut et ipsi haeretici testimonium reddant eis, et ex ipsis egrediens 
unusquisque eorum conetur suam firmare doctrinam. ..... Cum ergo hi, 
qui contradicunt, nobis testimonium perhibeant, et utantur his, firma et vera 
est nostra de iis persuasio. § 8: ’Ezesd) réooupa xNiyara tov kéapovu, ev & 
éoper, eloi, eal réooapa KaboAtka mvevpara, xaréomapra Se y éxxAnoia ém 
maans THs ys, oTvAos 8é Kal ornprypa éxxAnoias Td evayyéALoy Kal mvedpa 
(wns: eixdras réooapas eyew aii orvdous, mavraxdbev mvéovras tiv apbap- 
aiay xal avafwrupovvras rovs dvOpmmous. “E€ dy davepdy, ors 6 tay drdyroy 
rexvitns Adyos, 6 xaOjpevos emt Trav XepouBip .... CSaxev nuiv rerpauoppov 
rd evayyétov. Personal relations of Ireneus, by which his testimony is 
strengthened. Cf. Siiskind, in Flatt’s Magaz. f. Dogm. u. Mor. VI. 95, ff., 
with reference to Eckermann’s Theol. Beitrige, V.B. 2. St. Wegscheider, 
Bin]. ins Evang. Joh. p. 93. Olshausen, p. 273. Liicke, Comm. tib. d. 
Ev. Joh. 3. A. I. 73, ff Eckermann’s objections have been revived by 
Bretschneider, Probabilia de Evang. Joann. p. 214. Liitzelberger, Ueb. d. 
Ap. Joh. &c., p. 146, ff. — Tertull. Cont. Marc. IV. 2. 5 (Pt. 1. § 22, notes 
d, e): Eadem auctoritas ecclesiarum apostolicarum ceteris quoque Evange- 
liis patrocinabitur, quae proinde per illas et secundum illas habemus, Joannis 
dico et Matthaei, licet et Marcus quod edidit, Petri affirmetur, cujus inter- 
pres Marcus, nam et Lucae digestum Paulo adscribere solent. Cf. Clemens 
Alex. Euseb. VI. 13: .... exBrarOnvar dpodoyet mpos trav éraipav, ds érvye 
mapa trav apxaloyv mperBurépawy axynxcoas mapaddcaets, ypady rois 
pera tadra mapadovva. Meéprynra dé MeAltwvos xa Elpnvaiov kai riwoy éré- 
pov, dy ealras Sinynoes réGera. Cap. 14: .... éy rots avrois 6 KAnpuns 
AcBrlos (in the Hypotyposes) rep) rijs radfews rv evayyeAioy mapabocty 
ray avexadeyv mpeaoBurépwy réBera. 


§ 76 b. 


Various countries and parties in the Church also furnish 
testimonies which run back nearly to the Apostolic age.» — 
This acceptance cannot be ascribed to a formal agreement, 
or to a decision by a council. It seems to have grown up 
in the intercourse of churches and teachers with each other.” 
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* The testimonies of Theophilus (fl. 180), Tatian ({ 176), Justin. M. 
(fi. 140), see Pt. 1. § 19, II. §§ 66-68. Even the opponent of Christiani- 
ty, Celsus, and the heretics Marcion, Valentinus and his school, and Basilides 
(fi. 140 — 150), were acquainted with our collection of Gospels, and do not 
contest their genuineness, but merely their credibility or freedom from corrup- 
tion. Origen. Cont. Cels. lib. II. c. 16: Hdvv etnbdas dnoi (6 KéAgos) rovs 
pabnras mpos mapairnow tov Kara roy “Incovv dvayeypadpevat mept 
avrov roaira. C.74: “Tatra pey ovy tpiy dk ray tperépoy cuyypap- 
paray, éd’ ols ovdevds GAov pdprupos xpnlopev: adroit yap éavrois mept- 
minrere.’ V.56: .... emupéper.... dre cal mpds toy avrovd Tov Incov 
rahoy iordpnvrat édnAvbévas ird Tivey péev dyyedot Sv0, ind tive 8€ els, ove, 
olpat, THpHoas MarOaioy pev Kat Mdpxoy éva ioropyxevat, Aovxay 8€ cal “loav- 
ynv Svo. II. 27: Twas ray morevdévrav dnoly .... peraxaparrey €k THs Tpw- 
Ts ypapns ro evayyéAsov tptyn Kal Terpayyn Kal mroAAayXn, kai perarAar- 
rew, Ww éxouey mpds Tovs éAeyxous apvetoOa. — Jren. III. 11.7: Hi autem, 
qui a Valentino sunt, eo quod est secundum Joannem plenissime utentes.... 
plura habere gloriantur, quam sint ipsa Evangelia. C. 12.12: Marcion et 
qui ab eo sunt, ad intercidendas scripturas conversi sunt..... Reliqui vero 
omnes, falso scientiae nomine inflati, scripturas quidem confitentur, interpre- 
tationes vero convertunt. C. 14.4: ....hi vero, qui a Valentino sunt.... 
ex hoc (Evangelio Lucae) multas occasiones subtililoquii sui acceperunt, in- 
terpretari audentes male, quae ab hoc bene sunt dicta. Si autem et reliqua 
suscipere cogentur, intendentes perfecto Evangelio et Apostolorum doctrinae, 
oportet eos poenitentiam agere. ‘Tertull. De praescr. haeret. c. 38: Si 
Valentinus integro instrumento uti videtur, non callidiore ingenio, quam 
Marcion, manus intulit veritati. Marcion enim exerte et palam machaera, 
non stylo usus est, quoniam ad materiam suam caedem scripturarum confecit, 
Valentinus autem pepercit: quoniam non ad materiam scripturas, sed mate- 
tiam ad scripturas excogitavit. Jren. I. 3.6, of the Valentinians: Kai ov 
povoy ek Tay evayyeAtKov Kal TOv drooToNKG@v Tetp@vyrat Tas amobei~ets TrotEt- 
oOat maparpémovres Tas éppnveias kat padtoupyouvres Tas ée&nynoeis, GAA Kal 
éx vépov kal mpopnrav, x.r. A. C. 8.5: "Exe re lodvny rov pabynrny rob 
kupiov SiSdaoxover thy mpaorny Gydodda pepnvuxévar airais Né~eot, Neyovres 
otras’ “Iwdwns 6 pabnris rod Kupiov Boudcpevos eirety tiv TaY Sdwv yeverw, 
x. tT. A. — Plolemaei ad Floram epist., in Epiphan. Haeres. XXXIII. 3: 
-+.. orkia } més peproeioa ep éauTny Gre pr Svvarat oTAvat, 6 TaTHp Hpav 
amepyvaro (cf. Matt. xii. 25). “Ere ye ray tov xécpou Snpuovpyiay idiay Aeyer 
elvac: dre mavra 8¢ avrov yeyovevat, kat xwpis avrov yéyovey ovdey (cf. John 
I. 3). C.4: Acadeydpevds rou 6 carnp .... &pn avrois* “Ort Mwiiais mpos 
THY okAnpoKapdiay ipa érérpee Td arrodvety Thy yuvaika avrov: dn’ dpyxijs 
yap ov yéyovey ovrws. Further in Hug, Einl. 1. 83. Fragments from He- 
racleon’s Comm. on John in Origen. Comm. in Joan., collected by Grabe, 
Spicil. patr. IT. 85, sqq. An exegetical] fragment on Luke xii. 8, in Clem. 
Alez. Strom. IV. 502. Citations from the Gospels, in é« ray Geoddrov ém- 
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ropal, ad calc. Opp. Clem. Alez., in Hug, 1. 53, ff. Olshausen, p. 380. Con- 
cerning Basilides, see § 73 c, note 0. 
b Schmidt, Ein]. I. 28, ff. Olshausen, p. 434, ff. 


Mutual Relations and Peculiarities of the Canonical Gospels. 


§ 77. 


The first three Gospels of our canon are so mutually re- 
lated, that they can be regarded only as different branches of 
the same stem. They restrict Jesus’s history before his 
Passion to his ministry in Galilee. The fourth Gospel, on 
the other hand, is quite different and independent, as it re- 
cords also Jesus’s ministry in Jerusalem. As regards the 
treatment of the Evangelical materials proceeding from 
doctrinal views (§ 61), all three have a Jewish tendency, 
which is most prominent in the first, while in the third traces 
of Paulinism appear. In the fourth Gospel, on the other 
hand, the most free and spiritual form of Christianity is pre- 
sented. ‘Thus, in these four works, all the various leading 
tendencies of primitive Christianity appear." 

* Baur, Krit. Untersuchgg. uber die kanonischen Evangg. (Twib. 1847), 
and the anonymous author of the work called, Die Evangg. ihr Geist ihre 
Verff. u. ihr Verhaltniss zu einander (Leipzig, 1845), ascribe a sectarian ten- 


dency and character to the Gospels, — the last-mentioned writer in the 
roundest way. 


: Their Authors. 
§ 78. 


The titles evayyéAvov cata Mar@aiov, nara Mapxov, xara 


Aoveav, xara "Iwavvnv, do not definitely indicate these men 
as their authors;* but the opinion of all antiquity attests 
the commonly accepted sense. They also imply that the 
same subject has been treated by others.» 


* 2 Mace. II. 13: éy rots tropynparicpois rois xard rdv Neevlav. Epiph. 
Adv. haeres. VIII.4: 9 xara Motoéa mevrdrevyos. In Church writers: 
kara rovs €B8ouznxovra, xara ’AxvAay, x. SUppayov. Euseb. H. E. III. 24: 
Mar@aios .... ypapy mapadovs 7d xad’ éavrdy evayyéAtov. On the other hand, 
Plato, Cratyl. p. 386: xar’ Ev@vdnyoy, auctore Euthydemo, according to, 
with, E. Ib. p. 401: xa’ ‘HpdeAerov, according to the doctrine of H. 
Epiph. I. 230: xara Mapxiava édoypdrice. 
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> Misconstruction of this formula by the Manichean Faustus (in Augus- 
tin. Cont. Faust. XXXII. 2, XX XIII. 2), an anonymous writer in Beitr. z. 
Beford. d. verntinft. Denkens in der Rel. XVI. 1, ff. Eckermann, Theol. 
Beitr. V. 2. 106, ff. Oredner, Einl. §§ 80-90. 


Special Helps in the Exegesis of the Four Gospels. 


Cf. above, p. 85, f. M. Bucert Enarratt. Arg..1527, and often. — H. 
Bullinger, Comm. Tig. 1561.— P. Keuchenii Adnott. in IV Evv. et Act. 
ap. Amst. 1689. — Jo. Maldonati Comm. Mussip. 1596, and often. — J. G. 
Dorschei Comm. Hamb. 1706. — H. E. G. Paulus, Philol. krit. u. hist. 
Comment. tiber das N. T. 1-3. Th. Die drei ersten Evangg. 1800. 2d ed. 
1804-1805. 4 Th. I. Abth. Joh. Cap. I. - XI. 1804. Exeget. Handbuch 
lib. d. drei ersten Evangg. 3 Thle. 1830-33. — Ch. G. Kuinoel, Com- 
ment. in libb. histor. N. T. Vol. I. Ev. Matth. 1807. ed. 4. 1837. Vol. II. 
Evy. Mare. et Luc. 1809. ed. 4. 1843. Vol. Il]. Ev. Joann. 1812. ed. 3. 
1825. — C. F. A. Fritzsche, Quatuor Evangg. recens. et cum commentariis 
perpet. edidit. T. I. Ev. Matth. Lips. 1826. T. II. Ev. Marc. 1830.— 
Wolfg. Musculi Comm. in Matth. 1548. in Joh. 1585. — Aeg. Hunniti Comm. 
in Ev. Joan. 1585. — Jo. Gerhard: Adnott. posth. in Ev. Matth. Jen. 1663. 
— Gotifr. Olear. Obss. ad Ev. Matth. 1713. — Jac. Elsner, Comment. crit. 
Philol. in Ev. Matthaei. 2 tom. 1767. In Evang. Marc. 1773. 4to.— S. N. 
Mori Praelect. in Evang. Lucae, ed. Donat. 1795. — K. W. Stein, Com- 
ment. z. d. Ev. d. Luc. Halle. 1830. — F. A. Lampe, Comment. anal. exe- 
get. Ev. Johan. Amst. 1724-26. Basil. 1725-27. 3 vol. 4to. — Die 
Schriften Joh. ubers. u. erkl. v. S. G. Lange. 1795-97. 3 Thle. — Mori 
Recitatt. in Evang. Joh. ed. Dindorf. 1796. — C. Ch. Tittmann, Melete- 
mata s. in Evang. Joh. 1816. — Fr. Laicke, Comment. tiber die Schriften d. 
Evang. Joh. 1. 2. Th. 1820-24. 3d ed. 1840-43.—.A. Tholuck, Com- 
ment. z. d. Ev. Joh. 1827. 6th ed. 1844.— H. Klee, Comment. tb. d. 
Evang. nach Joh. Mainz. 1829. — M. Wirth, Das Ev. d. Joh. erlaut. 2 
Thle. Ulm. 1829. — Adalb. Maier, Comm. tib. d. Ev. Joh. 2 vols. Carlsr. 
1843 - 45. 
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CHAPTER I. 


RELATIONSHIP OF THE FIRST THREE GOSPELS. 


General Statement. 


§ 79 a. 


Tue Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and Luke stand unde- 
niably in a certain kindred relation to each other. For, 
1. They have the same general order and scope ;* which, as 
a comparison with the Gospel of John shows, are not al- 
ways determined by the actual history.” 


® Table of Comparison :— 
I. 
Preliminary History. 
Matt. chh. i. ii. Mark. Luke, chh. i. ii. 
(Peculiar. ) (Wanting.) (Peculiar. ) 
II. 
Ehstory of the Baptism. 
Matt. iii.-iv. 12. Marki.1-13. Luke iii.-iv. 14. 
(All three closely related.) 
III. 
Jesus’s Ministry in Galilee. 
Matt. iv. 12—xiii. 58. Mark i. 14-vi.13. Luke iv. 14~-ix. 6. 
(Related, although differently arranged, and with passages intervening.) 


Matt. xiv. 1-21. Mark vi. 14-44. Luke ix. 7-17. 
xXlv. 223-xvi. 12. vi. 45 -vili. 26. (Omitted.) 
xvi. 13-xviil. 35. viii. 27 —ix. 50. ix. 18— 50. 


(Related even in the arrangement, though with intervening passages; in 
particular, Matt. and Mark contain a whole series more than Luke.) 


IV. 
Jesus’s Journey to Jerusalem. 
Matt. Mark. Luke ix. 51—- xviii. 14. 
(Omitted in this arrange- (Omitted in this arrange- (Collocation peculiar 
ment.) ment.) to Luke.) 
Matt. xix. 1—xx. 34. Mark x. 1 - 52. Luke xviii. 15 -— xix. 28. 


(Related, even in the arrangement, though with intervening passages. ) 
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V. 
Jesus’s Entry into Jerusalem, and Stay there. 
Matt. xxi. - xxv. Mark xi. — xiil. Luke xix. 29 ~ xxi. 
(Related, even in arrangement, but with intervening passages.) 
VI. 
Jesus’s Arrest, Crucifixion, and Burial. 

Matt. xxvi. xxvii. Mark xiv. xv. Luke xxii. xxiii. 
(Related in their general order, but with passages intervening, and variations.) 
VIL. 

Jesus’s Resurrection. 

Mark xvi. 1-8. 

(All three related.) 

Ver. 9-20. 

(In part related to Matt., in part 
to Luke.) 

» Note the arrangement :—Jesus’s Baptism, Temptation, Return to Gali- 
lee ; the connection of the sections of the Paralytic and the Calling of Mat- 
thew ; of the Plucking of Ears of Grain and the Withered Hand ; how Herod’s 
Attention was fixed on Jesus, and of the Feeding of the 5,000; of the Dis- 
ciples’ Confession that Jesus is the Messiah, and the following sections ; of the 
Blind Men at Jericho, and Jesus’s Entrance into Jerusalem (cf. here especial- 
ly John) ; Jesus’s Discourses there, which close with the Prophecy concern- 
ing Jerusalem. 

§ 79 b. 


2. That all three, or certainly two, often strikingly agree, 
not alone in their facts (although, on the other hand, they 
often differ), but also in their words. The ground of this, 
likewise, does not lie in the history itself* 

* Examples of verbal agreement between all three, in single expressions : — 

Matt. iii. 3. Marki. 3. Luke iii. 4. 
Evdeias roueire ras rpiBovs avrod, differing from the LXX.: ei6. 1. r. rp. 
Tov Oeov nay, and from the Hebrew. | 
Matt. ix. 6. Mark ii.10. Luke v. 24. A singular construction. 


Matt. xxviii. 1-8. Luke xxiv. 1-12. 


Ver. 13-53. 
(Peculiar.) 


Ver. 9-20. 
( Peculiar.) 


Matt. ix. &. Mark ii. 20. Luke v. 35. 
’"Edevoovras 8¢ jyépat, Like Matt. "EX. 8€ Hpépas, rai dray 
dravy amwapOj am aim «© + + + 2 « «6 amap6y an avrov 6 
Trav 6 vuphios, cal rére . - ev éxelvy tH vupdios, rére vnoted- 
pnoTevoovaty. 7PEpG. covow év éxeivats Tais 

Te pats. 
Matt. xvi. 28. ~ Mark ix. 1. Luke ix. 27. 





..-.€lot tTwes trav bbe 
éordrav, oirwes ov py 
yevoorvrat Oavdrov, 
Ews dy wat, x. T. XA. 


..-- lai Ties Tov dde 
éornxdrev, oirwes ov py 
yevoorrat Oavdrou, 
éws dy t8wot, x. T. A. 


-.-. tat tTwes Tov dde 
€otdroy, of ov pi yeu- 
covras Oavdrou, eas 


dy Boot, x. 7. Xr. 
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Matt. xix. 23. 
sees SUuaKGAMS mMAOL- 


Mark x. 23. 
-2+e OvoxndAos of ra 
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Luke xviii. 24. 
----OuakéAas of ra 


aos eioeXevoera els TY xphpara fxovres els Thy yxpypara fxovres eloedev- 


Bacwelay rdy otpavav. 


Bac. r. 6. eloeXevoovrat. 


covras els r. Bac. r. 6. 


Examples of verbal agreement between Matthew and Luke: — 


Matt. iv. 5. 
Kal tornow atrov dri rd mrepvystov 
rou lepod. 

Matt. iv. 10. 
Kuptoy rov Gedy mpoaxuvicets, K. TA. 


Luke iv. 9. 
Kal gorncey avroy ém rd mrepv- 
ytow Tov lepov. 

Luke iv. 8. 
Hpooxuvnoes Kuptoy riv Gedy cov, 
k.T.X. 


The LXX. have: evptoy rév Gedy cov poByénon, kK. T- dr. 


Matt. vii. 5. 


Luke vi. 42. 


‘Yrroxpird, Bade mporov tiv soxdv Like Matthew. 


€x rod épOadpod gov, xa rére dca- 

Br™Eecs exBareiy rd xdpdos.... 
Matt. xi. 10. 

"1800, drooré\Aw dv adyyeAdy pov 

mpd mpoodrov gov, &s xaracKevdcoet 


ry dddy wou Eumpoobey cov. 


Luke vii. 27. 
"1800, éyd dmooré\Aw, like Mat- 
thew. 


The LXX. have: lov, é£arocréAAw roy dyyeAdy pov, ral émiPAApera 
6ddy mpd mpocdrouv pov. Mark i, 2, quotes the passage in the same way as 


Matthew and Luke. 


Matt. xi, 11. 
cee €Y YEVYNTOLS ‘yuvaLKay. 
Matt. xi. 26. 
Nal, 6 warnp, cf. ver. 25, wdrep. 
Matt. xxi. 44. 
Kal 6 weody ért roy Aldov rovrop, 
auvOrxacOncerat® éd’ dy 8° dy 
méon, AcKkpnoes avTdy. 
Matt. xxiv. 50. 
"“Hées 6 xipcos rod SovAou éxeivou év 
mH4pa 1} ov mpogdoxG, ral év dpa 
7 00 ywhore, xal Sscyorounoes 
avrdéy, cal rd pépos avrov pera 
ray troxpirdy Ono es. 


Luke vii. 28. 


The same. 
Luke x. 21. 

The same, first rdrep, then 6 rarnp. 
Luke xx. 18. 


Ilias 6 weody én’ éxeivoy rov Aiboy, 
cuvOracOncerar: ep dy 8 dy 
mwéon, AcKkpnoes avrdy. 

Luke xii. 46. 
Same as Matthew, save at the close: 


oe. pera rdy anloray. 


Examples of verbal agreement between Matthew and Mark: 


Matt. xv. 8, f. 
‘O Aads obros rois xelAeol pe ripd, 
9 8¢ xapdla atraéy méppw améxes an’ 
€uov. Madrny 8¢ céBovrai pe, dida- 
oxovres Ocdacxadias, evrdApara dy 
Opdray. 


Mark vii. 6, f. 
Odros 6 Aads trois xeideol pe rina, 
7 S¢ xapdia airaéy réppo dréye an 
éyov. Mdrnv S€ aéBovral pe, di8d- 
axovres OtSackadlas, evrdApara dy- 


Oporey. 
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LXX.: "Eyyifes pos 6 Aads obros év rH ordpars avrov, ral ev Trois xeiheoww 
airay ripaai pe, 7 8¢ xapdia airy méppw amexes am’ euov. Marny dé céBor- 
rai pe, SiOdoxovres evradpata avOpomev xai di:dackaXias. 


Matt. xxiv. 22. Mark xiii. 20. 
Kat ef py €xoAoBHOnaayv ai nucpa Kai ei py xuptos exorkéBooe ras 
éxetvat, ovx dy éodbn waca odp§. npepas, our dy €owOn waca odp&. 
Matt. xxvi. 55. Mark xiv. 48. 


‘Os ext Anotiy éEnAOere pera paxat- Exactly the same as Matthew. 
pov xai EvA@v, cvAAaBety pe.... 
Examples of verbal agreement between Mark and Luke : — 


Mark vi. 41. Luke ix. 16. 
..-. evAdynoe Kal karéxAage Tos .... evAdynoev avrovs Kal Kareé- 
Gprovs .... kXage.... 
Mark xv. 15. Luke xxii. 12. 
Kat airos ipiy deifec dvdyatov pée- Kakxetvos tyiv deier dvdyatoy peya 
ya €orpopevoy.... €OTPOpevoy.... 
§ 80. 


The relation of Mark to Matthew, and then to Luke, is 
equally, if not more, striking. Mark has only four passages 
peculiar to him: the two parables, iv. 26 — 29, xiii. 33 — 37, 
and the two healings, vii. 32-37, viii. 22—26, and some 
trifling additions and insertions: iii. 20, f., xiv. 51, f., xv. 
44, f.; all the rest corresponds more or less nearly to the 
other narratives. Seldom holding an independent position 
between the other two, he follows the one or the other, and 
forms the middle member of the threefold accord He has 
often, also, a text which seems woven out of the other two. 

* According to Marsh, p. 242, in those parts which all three Evangelists 
have in common, Luke never agrees with Matthew, excepting where Mark 
also does. But Luke, in such passages, often approximates nearer to Mat- 
thew. Luke iii. 16, cf. Matt. iii. 11; v.36, cf. Matt. ix. 16; viii. 43, cf. Matt. 
ix. 20; ix. 3, f., cf. Matt. x. 10, f.; ix. 9, cf. Matt. x. 14; ix. 22, 24, cf. 
Matt. xvi. 12, 26; ix. 42, cf. Matt. xvii. 18; ix. 44, cf. Matt. xvii. 22; 
xix. 31, cf. Matt. xx1.3; xx. 32, 44, cf. Matt. xxii. 27,45; xxii. 6, cf. 
Matt. xxvi. 16; xxiii. 53, ef. Matt. xxvii. 59; xxiv. 6, cf. Matt. xxviii. 6. 


> Examples : — 


Matt. viii. 3. Mark i. 42. Luke v. 13. 
Kat eiOews eéxabapicby Kal....cidéwsdnndbev Kai ev0éws 9 émpa 
abrov 7 Nempa. dn’ avrod 4 Aempa, Kat amndOey an’ adrod. 


exabapia6n. 














RELATIONSHIP OF THE FIRST THREE. § 80. 


Matt. viii. 4. 

Kal Aeyes arp 6 "In- 
gous’ “Opa pndert eins: 
GAAd Uraye, ceauroy ei- 
Eov rp iepet, eal mpoce- 
veyxe Td SHpov 5 mpoce- 
rate Maojs, els papru- 
ptoy avrois. 


ix. 9. 
Kal mapayov 6 “Incois 
éxeiOev, el8ev dvOpwmop 
caOnpevoy éri rd TeAd- 
viov, Mar@atov deydpe- 
yoy: kal Aeyes aire: 
"Axodovbes pot. Kat dva- 
otds nKodovdnoey ait. 


ix. 17. 

Ovdse BddAdovow olvoy 
véoy eis doxovs mmaAas- 
ovs: el 8€ un ye, prryver- 
rat of doxol, Kai 6 owvos 
éxxetrat, cal of doxol 
arrodouprrat. 

viii. 27. 
Horamrds ear obros, dre 
kal of dyeyos ral 9 Oa- 
Aagoa traxovovoww ‘av- 
TO; 

Vili. 28. 

Kat eAOdvrs aire els rd 
mepav els THY xopay Tay 
Tepyeonvav, tmnvrncay 
avr@ dvo dapovtdpevor, 
éx Tay pynpelav e£epxs- 
pevol, K. TA. 


Mark i. 44. 
Kal Aéyes a’rg@: “Opa 
pndevi pndev eins GAN’ 
Umaye, ceavrov Seitov 
rp lepet, kal mpoceveyxe 
mept Tov Kabapiopod cov, 
& mpocérafe Maggs, els 


papruptoy avrois. 
ii. 3, f. 


Kal é€nde ... . kat ma- 
payov elde Aeviv, roy 
Tov “AAdaiov, cadnpevoy 
€mt rd reAd@ytoy > Kai re- 
yet alr: ’Axo\cvbes pos. 
Kal dvaoras 7xoAov6n- 
oev auto. 


ii. 22. 
Kal ovdels BadAes olvoy 
Ul > > AY 
veov eis aoxous madat- 
0 9 A UA Led 
ous: ef b€ wn, pnoce 6 
owvos 6 veos Tos doKous, 
» a 
kal 6 olvos éxxeirat, Kal 
of doxol drroAovvrat. 


iv. 41. 
Tis dpa otrés éorw, dre 
cal 6 dvepos xal 9 Oa- 
Aaooa traxovovety av- 
TO ; 

v. 1, f. 
Kal 7\6oy eis rd mepay 
ris Gadacons els mh xo- 
pay rav Tadapnvay. Kal 
éfeXOdvre atrq@ éx Tov 
mdoiov, evOéws amnvrn- 
oev auT@ ex rdy pynpei- 
wy dvOporros, x. T. A. 
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Luke v. 14. 

Kai avros mrapiryyetNev 
aure pndevi elrreiv > GdAd 
ameNOay dei~ov ceavrdy 
T@ lepet, kal mporeveyxe 
epi rod xaBapicpod cov, 
xaos mpocérage Ma- 
ojs, els papripioy av- 
Tois. 

v. 27, f. 
Kai perd raira efnrbe, 
kal éOedoato rteAdyny 
dvépare Keviv, xaOnpe- 
voy érl rd reA@vioy: Kar 
elev atr@: "Axodovdes 
pot. Kal xaraduroy d- 
wayra dvacras 1KoAov- 
Oncev aire. 

v. 37. 

Kal ov8els Baddest oivoy 
yeov els doxovs maAat- 
ous: el 8€ un ye, pnger 
6 véos olvos Tovs doxovs, 
kal airds éxxvOnoerat, 
kal of doxol dmoXovprrat. 

viii. 25. 
Tis dpa otrds éorwy, Ort 
ral Trois avepos émirdo~ 
ges xal rp vdart, Kal 
tmaxovovaw aire ; 

Vill. 26, f. 
Kal xarérAevaay els rv 
xepay ray Tadapnvay 
"EfeAOdure S€ airg@ emi 
THy yiv, Umnvrncer aire 
Gynp Tis, KT. A. 


Similar are i. 11, 32, 42, 44; ii. 11, 19, 21, f., 23, f.; iii. 2; iv. 15, 21; 
v.22, f., 25-28; vi. 7,14, f., 36; viii. 27, 30, 33, 37, f.; ix. 5,f., 18, 22, 
42; x. 29-31, 33,f., 46; xi. 1-3, 15; xii. 1,8, 11, 14, 26; xiii, 3, f. ; 
xiv. 1,f.,12-—16, 70. Refer to: Synopsis Evangg. Matth. Marc. et Lucae 
cum parallelis Joann. pericopis ex rec. Griesbachii cum selecta lectt. varie- 


tate concinnaverunt De Weitle et Liicke. 


1818. 4to. 


Qd ed. 1842. 8vo. 
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Possible Modes of Explanation. 
§ 81. 


The phenomenon of so singular a relationship, itself well 
fitted to provoke attempts at explanation, can be explained 
only by two kinds of suppositions, or by a combination of 
these: either by supposing that one Evangelist used the 
others; or that all three used a common source; or that, in 
addition to this, one Evangelist made use of the others. 


I. Suppositions that one Evangelist used the Others. 


§ 82a. 


In a quite off-hand way, several writers have thought to 
untie the knot by a supposition of this sort. In this attempt 
many allowed themselves to be guided by the wholly acci- 
dental order in which the Gospels stand in our Canon, and 
supposed that Mark used, revised, and corrected Matthew, 
while’ Luke did the same by them both.* Besides this, all 
sorts of combinations were attempted. 

Storr regarded the Gospel of Mark as the oldest; from it 
sprang the Gospel of Matthew, written in Syro-Chaldaic ; 
from it Luke also drew, and the translator of Matthew used 
both Mark and Luke.» Bisching, on the other hand, con- 
sidered Luke the foundation of Matthew, and both that of 
Mark. Vogel regarded Luke as the source of Mark, and 
both as that of Matthew. 

Griesbach investigated more thoroughly, and showed, by 
an accurate comparison, that Mark made extracts from Mat- 
thew and Luke. The complementary supposition, however, 
that Luke had reference to Matthew, he left somewhat un- 
determined. 

* Grot. ad Matth. i. Luc. i. Mill, Prolegg. § 109. Wetst. Praef. ad 
Marc. ad Luc. Hug, Einl. II. § 25, ff. His singular theory of omission, 


41. 
> Ueber d. Zweck d. evang. Gesch. u.d. Brr. Joh. §§ 58-62. De fonte 
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Evangg. Matth. et Luc. 1794. in Velthusen, Kuinoel, et Ruperti Commen- 
tatt. theol. Vol. III. The same view in Herder, see § 84 c. 

* Vorr. z. Harm. d. 4 Evangg. (1766.) p. 109. So also Edw. Evanson 
(The dissonance of the four generally received Evangelists, 1792). Cf. 
Eichh. Allg. Bibl. V. 489. 

4 Ueber d. Entsteh. der 3 ersten Evangg. in Gabler’s Journ. f. auserl. 
theol. Litt. I. 1. 

* Comment., qua Marci Evang. totum 6 Matthaei et Lucae commentariis 
decerptum esse monstratur. Jen. 1789-90. (Commentt. theol. I. 36Q, sqq. 
Opusce. II. 358, sqq.) Progr. de fontibus, unde Evangelistae suas de 
resurrectione Dom. narrationes hauserint. Jen. 1784. (Opuscc. IT. 241, sqq.) 
Before this time, Owen (Observations on the Four Gospels, Lond. 1764) sup- 
posed that Luke drew from Matthew, and Mark from hoth. <Augustinus, 
De consens. Evangelist. I. 4, is one-sided: Marcus Matthaeum subsequutus 
tanquam pedissequus et breviator ejus videtur. Clem. Al. in Eused, H. E. 
VI. 14, considers Mark the latest of the Synoptists. 


§ 820. 


While, on the one hand, Griesbach’s view met with much 
opposition, on the other, it obtained considerable acceptance, 
and has, in the main, held its ground till the present day.® 
We also shall return to it (§ 94). In the most recent 
times, however, after the criticism of the Gospels had passed 
through many other phases, several writers have thought 
they found in Mark the original, simple form of the evangelic 
record.» Some have even gone so far as to complete the 
unfinished combination of Storr, and to assert that the 
Gospel of Mark is the original or Protevangel, which Luke, 
with a pragmatism that invented freely, and in part arbi- 
trarily, enlarged; and that Matthew, with almost greater 
arbitrariness, interpolated both.° 

" As regards Mark, it is supported by Stroth. in Eichh. Rep. IX. 144. 
Paulus, Theol. exeg. Conserv. I. 37, ff., 73, ff., 95, ff Gfrérer, Gesch. d. 
Urchristenth. II. 2, p. 212, ff.; as regards Luke, with modifications, by Am- 
mon, De Luca emendatore Matthaei. 1805. An exact exegetical justifica- 
tion of Griesbach’s hypothesis is given by Saunier, Ueb. d. Quellen d. 
Evang. d. Marc. 1825. This supposition is sustained also by Theile, De 
trium prior. Evangg. necessitudine, 1825, in Win. and Engelh. N. krit. 
Journ. V.4. Zur Biographie Jesu, 1836. Sieffert, Ueb.d. Urspr. d. ersten 
kan. Evang. 1833. Neudecker, Hinleit. p. 145, ff H..A. W. Meyer, Com- 
ment. zu Matth. Einl. §6. F. J. Schwarz, Neue Unterss. ub. d. Ver- 
wandtachafte- V erhiiltniss d. synopt. Evangg. (Tub. 1844), p. 277, ff. Schweg- 
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ler, in Zeller’s Theol. Jbb. 1843. p. 203, ff. Nachapost. Zeitalter, I. 457, ff. 
Baur, Krit. Unterss. tib. d. kan. Evv. p. 548, ff. 

> Lachmann, De ordine narrationum in evv. synopt. in Stud. u. Kr. 1835. 
p. 577, sqq., with reference to the different arrangement of the beginning ; 
Weisse, Evangel. Gesch. I. 55; both in connection with quite different the- 
ories of the origin of the Gospels, cf. §§ 86, 97,99. Hitzig, Ueber Joh. 
Marcus. Zur. 1843. p. 37, ff. Cf. the views of Credner and Reuss, § 88 a, db. 

¢ Wilke (Der Urevangelist oder exegetisch-kritische Untersuchung wtb. 
das Verwandtschaftsverhaltniss der drei ersten Evangg. 1838) has attempt- 
ed, with great industry and acuteness, to show by an exact analysis of the 
first three Gospels the priority of Mark. Bruno Bauer, in his Kritik d. 
Evang. Gesch. d. Synoptiker, 1. 2. Bd. 1841, has worked over with his pecu- 
liar dialectic the results of Welke’s inquiries. Wélke seeks to show, that what 
Matthew and Luke have, in common and with more or less close agreement, 
in addition to Mark, and what they have differing from him, is not original, 
but in part made by themselves, in part arbitrarily altered ; and that both had 
the Gospel of Mark before them, although they differed from it. Matthew’s 
changed arrangement of the history and work of Jesus in Galilee is caused by 
his inserting the Sermon on the Mount in the early part of his work (so also 
Lachm.). On the other hand, Matthew has imitated Luke, and formed (par- 
ticularly) the Sermon on the Mount from the materials offered by him. 
Bauer sees even in Matthew’s preliminary history nothing but an imita- 
tion of that of Luke. So too Schneckenburger (Ueber d. Urspr. d. erst. kan. 
Evang. in the Stud. d. wiirtemb. Geistl., and printed separately, 1834, p. 
69, ff.), only he supposes also the assistance of tradition, whereas B. refers 
the whole to the arbitrary will of the author. An examination of the hy- 
potheses of Storr, Weisse, Wilke, Br. Bauer, in F. J. Schwarz, p. 26, ff. 


§ 82. 


The bold hypothesis that our second Gospel is the Prot- 
evangel condemns itself by its auxiliary assumption that, in 
its present form, the Gospel is not free from interpolations. 
As certainly as the objectionable passages are genuine, are 
they generally (especially the narrative of the second feeding 
of the multitude, which most probably rests on an error of 
Matthew) indicative of the character of Mark as a writer. 
We trust, moreover, that our justification of Griesbach’s 
hypothesis farther on (§ 94, ff.) will not fail. 

* Besides the conclusion (§ 94, f.), the following passages are reckoned 
as such :— vili. 1-9, the second feeding (note the characteristic feature, 
ver. 7, in comparison with vi. 41), with the reference to it in viii. 20; ix. 38 
-40; xi. 24-26; 1.2,13 (kal qv.... carava) ; iii. 6 (werd +. ‘“Hpwd.) ; 
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iv. 10 (aby r. dddexa); vi. 37 (8nvap. Sian.) ; ix. 6 (Foav y. exoBor) ; 
xX. 16 (évayxadio. avra) ; vii. 3, f., 138 (eal mapdp., x. r.A.); the names, 
x. 46, xv. 10, ii. 13, iii. 17. The reason: ‘* How shall it be proved that 
what belongs not to the original type is from the hand of Mark?”? (!) 
Comp. Br. Bauer, II. 68, 356, 365. 


§ 83. 


In attempting thus to sustain the theory of the derivation 
of one Gospel from another, by resort to the supposition of 
arbitrariness or party feeling in the Evangelists, the most 
recent criticism necessarily runs counter to the historic sense, 
and endangers the credibility of the Gospel history. Each 
of the hypotheses given above labors under the difficulty of 
being unable satisfactorily to explain why a later author 
omitted one part of what his predecessor gave, and altered 
another part of it in substance or in form. Objections of 
this sort have been urged especially against Griesbach’s 
hypothesis.* : 

It is true that the history of the Old Testament and 
Apocryphal literature presents similar phenomena in the 
books of Chronicles, Judith, and Tobit, where changes and 
corruptions, additions and omissions, have likewise been 
made by later revising hands. But in the case of these 
books, at least of Chronicles, certain intermediate steps, or 
a gradualness of interpolation, are probable (Part I. § 192 c, 
d); and it would be a great gain, if a similar process of 
growth could be proved in respect of the first three Gospels. 


* Cf. Russwurm, Ueb. d. Ursprung der 3 ersten Evangg. 1797. p. 28, ff. 
Exchhorn, Einl. I. 373, ff. Allg. Bibl. V. 767, ff. Bertholdt, inl. III. 
1127, ff. 


II. Theory of one or several Common Written Sources. 


1. One Source. 


§ 84 a. 


The differing treatment of their matter by the Evange- 
lists would appear much less loose, and more excusable, had 
they drawn from a common written source, which each used 

18 


“ 
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after a different fashion. Many have regarded the Gospel 
of the Hebrews as such, but in part without being accu- 
rately acquainted with it or having closely considered its 
relation to our Gospel of Matthew, in part without clearly 
showing the process by which the Gospels were derived 
from it Others considered the Hebrew Gospel of Matthew 
the common source.” 

« Lessing, Neue Hypothese tb. d. Evangg. (1784), in his Theol. Nachlass, 
Werke (Berlin, 1793), XVII. Thl. Niemeyer, Conjecturae ad illustrandum 
plurimorum N. T. scriptorum silentium de primordiis vitae Jesu Christi, 
1790. Weber, Beitr. z. Gesch. des neutest. Kanons (1791), p. 21,f. Cf. 
Id. Unters. tiber d. Evang. d. Hebr. 1806. The hypothesis of Schneck- 
enburger (Ueb. d. Urspr. d. ersten kanon. Evang. p. 105, ff.), that our Gos- 
pel of Matthew is an elaboration of the Gospel of the Hebrews, which Luke 
and Mark likewise used (p. 152), has not much more precision. According 
to Fr. Fischer (Einl. in d. Dogm. 1828, p. 122, ff.), the Gospels of Luke 
and of the Hebrews sprang from the works mentioned by Luke in his proem ; 
Matthew’s Gospel is a Greek elaboration of that of the Hebrews; Mark 
previously wrought over the same materials, and perhaps referred to Luke, 
while both Mark and Luke may have been used by the redactor of Mat- 
thew’s Gospel. 

> Corrodi, Beleucht. d. Gesch. des jid. u. christl. Bibelkanons. II. 150, ff. 
Yet he assumed the Greek version of the same as the immediate source. 
Thiess, Comment. tiber d. N. T. I. Bin]. $13, ff. J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Ent- 
wurf e. bestimmten Unterscheid. verschiedener verloren gegangener Evangg., 
in Henke’s Mag. B. IV. St. 3. Ein]. ins N. T. I. 68, ff£, who, besides, as- 
sumes that the text of the three Gospels was made more uniform by later in- 
terpolations. Fei/moser, Kin). in d. Bucher d. N. B. p. 59, ff. Bolten ( Vorr. 
z. deutschen Uebers. d. Matth., Marc., u. Luc.) thinks Mark and Luke used, 
extracted from, and worked over, not only the Hebrew Matthew, but also the 
Greek translation. 


§ 845. 


Eichhorn attempted a more precise explanation by the 
supposition of a so-called Original Gospel, which, while it 
contained the sections common to all three Evangelists, was 
used by them in different editions; so that what was com- 
mon to all three came from the original work, what was 
common to but two from an edition used by them in com- 
mon, and what was found in but one from an edition used 
by him only, or from another source.* This original work 
he thought was written in Arameean, and thus he explained 
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naturally how the three Gospels, as independent versions, 
agreed in similar expressions and turns of expression; but 
he left their striking coincidence in (to some degree) rare 
and peculiar Greek expressions unexplained.® 


* Eichhorn, Allg. Biblioth. V. (1794), 759, ff. Earlier, from Eichhorn’s 
lectures, Russtourm, in a prize essay, which, written in German, he pub- 
lished in the work referred to in § 83, note a. Genealogy of the Gospels, 
according to Hichhorn : — 

1. Original Gospel. 

2. Edition A of the same, foundation of Matthew. 

3. Edition B of the same, foundation of Luke. 

4, Edition C, compiled from A and B, foundation of Mark. 

5. Edition D, used by Matthew and Luke at the same time. 

> The agreement in Greek words, as mrepvytoy rov lepod, Matt. iv. 5, 
Luke iv. 9, émovoros, Matt. vi. 11, Luke xi. 3, and the citation of O. T. 
passages after the LXX. point to a Greek source. On the other hand, the 
supposed errors in translating, which are said to prove an Aramean original 
(Bolten, Bearbeitung der drei Evangg. Eichhorn, Kinl. I. $} 49, 58. Ber- 
tholdt, TIT. 1177), are all moonshine. E.g.: Luke iii. 21, mpocevyope- 
vou (Matt. iii. 16, dvé8y), confounding of noy with mbox. Ib. coparnd 
et8ee (Matt. iil. 16, doet repiorepdv), Aram. 83)’ 9115. Luke xxii. 25, evepy€- 
rat xadovyrat (Matt. xat of peydAot xarefovard(ovew avraéy), confounding of 
pron with von. Matt. xxvi. 17, rH mpary rév dgipov, Mark xiv. 12, 
Th TpoTyn nuépa ray atvpoyv, Luke xxii. 7, FAG 4 hpepa rey dtipov, ev 7 
bet OvecOa: rd wdoxa, Aram. N*VYOD MND NDIY3, i. e. on the day be- 
fore the feast of urtleavened bread, and, on the first day of the feast of un- 
leavened bread. 


§ 84. 


To supply this want in Eichhorn’s hypothesis, Marsh 
so remodelled it that he supposed a Greek translation of 
the unrevised Arameean Original Gospel; and that Mark 
and Luke used this translation in composing their Gospels. 
He also supposed that the Greek translator of the Hebrew 
Gospel of Matthew used the Greek text of Mark, and partly 
also that of Luke.*— Herder also adopted the hypothesis 
of the Original Gospel, and modified it. It was written in 
Arameean for the use of the Evangelists, but not published. 
Mark, who published it in Greek with very little alteration, 
gives us the most exact notion of it. At an earlier period 
it was revised by Matthew and published in Aramean, in a 
more detailed form,—the Gospel of the Hebrews. Luke 
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then wrote a Hellenistic Gospel, based on the Protevangel, 
but also used the more complete Gospel of Matthew and 
the Greek of Mark, to which he added much. Finally, the 
Gospel of Matthew was translated freely into Greek, and, 
while much was omitted, much other matter was added.> 
This view is simple, and corresponds well with the course 
which the development of Christianity took, but fails to ex- 
plain how, on the one hand, Matthew, and, on the other, 


Luke, omit or vary so much from the supposed original 
Gospel of Mark. 


@ Abhandl. ub. d. Entsteh. u. Abfass. unsrer ersten drei kanon. Evangg., 
in Anmerkk. u. Zusdizen zu J. D. Michaelis Einl. iibers. v. Rosenmiiller. 
Gott. 1795-1803. 4to. 

Marsh’s Genealogy of the Gospels: — 

. Original document x. 

. Greek version of the same . 

. Copy, with smaller or greater additions 8 +-a-- A. 

. Copy, with other such additions x -+- 6 +- B. 

. Copy, with both kinds of additions — basis of Mark—s +- a + 8 
+A-+B. 

6. Copy, with increase of additions a +- A — basis of Matthew — x -+- 
a+t+y+A-+ri. | 

7. Copy, with increase of additions 8 +- B— basis of Luke — y + 6 
+y+B+T 1. 

8. Matthew and Luke used, besides, an auxiliary work 3, from which 
they inserted the elements f 2, which are common to both, though 
in different order. 

> Regel der Zusammenstimmung unsrer Evangg. aus ihrer Entstehung und 
Ordnung, appended to the work: Von Gottes Sohn der Welt Heiland, nach 
Joh. Evang. Rig. 1797. Part XII. of his Simmtl. Werke z. Relig. u. Theol. 
It is pretty difficult to grasp Herder’s meaning. According to Neudecker’s 
account, he must have also held that the translator of Matthew used the 
Gospels of Mark and Luke; which would supply a more exact explanation 
of the verbal agreement, a point on which Herder seems not to have laid 
any special stress. 


Go mm & ND = 


§ 84d. 


Hereupon, Hichhorn published a revision of his former 
hypothesis, in which he expressly aimed at explaining the 
verbal agreement. In order to do this, he likewise sup- 
posed the use of Greek versions.* 
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* Eiol. ins N. T. 1 Thi. 1804. Accordingly, his Genealogy of the Gos- 
pels is as follows: — 
1. Aramean Original Gospel. 
2. Greek version of the same. ; 
3. Revised edition of the Original, used by Matthew, A. 
4. Greek version of the same on the basis of the Greek version of the 
Original Gospel. 
- Revised edition of the Original, used by Luke, not translated into 
Greek, B. 
6. Combination of both editions, used by Mark, also not translated into 
Greek, C. 
7. A fourth revision of the Original, used by Matthew and Luke, D. 
8. Greek version of the same, with help of the Greek version of the Origi- 
nal Gospel. | 
9. Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, from A and D combined, E. 

10. Greek version of Matthew, with help of the Greek version of A and D. 

11. Mark’s Gospel is based on A -+- B = C, and in translating this he 
used the version of A; what, on the other hand, belonged to B, he 
must himself have translated. 

12. Luke’s Gospel is written from B and D together = F’, with the inser- 
tion of the history of a journey. In translating, he used the Greek 
text of D; but what belonged to B he must himself have translated. 

The following writers have declared in favor of the Original Gospel :— 
Ziegler, Ideen tib. d. Urspr. d. drei ersten Evangg., in Gabler’s Neuest. 
theol. Journ. B. IV. St. 5. Hanlein, Einleit. III. 80. Kuinoel, Comment. 
in libr. N. T. hist. I. xvi. Bertholdt, Einl. III. 1205, ff. Gratz, N. Vers. 
d. Entsteh. d. drei ersten Evangg. zu erklaren (Ttib. 1812), — this writer, 
however, with this modification, that he regards the Aramsean Original as 
the basis of Matthew only, who wrote in Aramean, but a Greek version of 
the same as the source of Mark and Luke, and supposes enlargements of the 
original document by the individual Evangelists, with subsequent additions 
derived by one from the other. 


or 


Untenableness of these Theories. 


§ 85. 


While, in its simpler forms, the hypothesis of an Original 
Gospel does not explain all the phenomena that demand 
explanation, in its minuter development it excites distrust, 
from the artificial nature of the attempts to sustain it by a 
multitude of auxiliary hypotheses. Moreover, the supposi- 
tion, not so much of several written editions of the evangelic 
history, as of such laborious and mechanical work as the 
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collecting and using of translations, is unlikely. The supposi- 
tion of a written original Gospel is also improbable, especially 
in the meagre form supposed by Eichhorn, in which it could 
hardly have gained so much regard as he attributes to it; to 
say nothing of the fact that Christian antiquity is wholly 
silent in regard to its existence These and other reasons 
- have recently become so clear to most writers, that now we 
can scarcely refrain from wonder that this hypothesis could 
have found so much acceptance.” 


* Supposed traces of it, according to Bertholdt, III. 1208, especially in 
the Epistles of Paul: 1 Cor. xi. 23, ff, xv. 3, ff. ; Rom. 11.16; 1 Thess. iv. 
15; and several other places. 

>’ Cf. Theile, Krit. d. versch. Ansichten tib. d. Wechselverhaltniss d. 
synopt. Evv. in Win. and Engelh. Krit. Journ. V.4. Oredner, Einl. § 179, 
ff. Neudeck. p. 19. 


2. Hypothesis of Several Common Sources. 


§ 86. 


Several writers* have tried to solve the difficulty by this 
hypothesis; but they have either thrown it out hastily, or 
in stating it have not entered on the explanation of the 
problem in all its relations. For such an explanation it is 
not sufficient. It fails, especially, to explain the mutual 
relationship of the Gospels in their whole structure. 


* Cleric. Hist. eccles. (Amstel. 1716), p. 429 (cf. Marsh, as above, p. 152), 
quite indefinitely says: Tria haec Evangg. partim petita esse ex similibus 
aut iisdem fontibus, h. 6. e commentariis eorum, qui varios Christi sermones 
audiverant, etc. Koppe, Progr. Marcus non epitomator Matthaei. 1782. 
Michaélis, Einl. 4th ed. §§ 129, 144. Semler, Anmerk. zu Townson’s Ab- 
handl. tiber die vier Evang. 1783. Paulus, in his Comm., in reference to 
Matthew and Luke. Halfeld, in his Prize Essay occasioned by Eichhorn: 
Comment. de orig. quatuor Evangg. 1794, supposes several Aramaic original 
documents. So Schletermacher, Ueb. d. Schriften d. Lucas. 1. Thi. 1818. 
In a similar way Lachmann, in St. u. Kr. 1835, p. 584, but with resort also 
to the aid of oral tradition (4 87). Certain groups of narratives (which may 
especially be distinguished in Luke), among them the narrative of the 
journey, Luke ix. 51—xviii. 14, are hastily assumed to be such original com- 
positions. 
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IT]. Hypothesis of one Oral Source. 


§ 87 a. 


They have correctly apprehended the spirit of Christian 
antiquity who regard the oral tradition of the Gospel (the 
oral Original Gospel) as the basis and source of all the 
Christian Gospels, and who endeavor to apprehend the his- 
tory of the origin of the latter in a definite relation to the 
former.® 

® Eckermann, Theol. Beitr. V.2. Erklar. aller dunklen Stellen, Th. I. 
Pref. Herder, as above, p. 306, ff. Kaiser, Bibl. Theol. I. 224. Paulus, in 
the Allg. Litt. Z. 1813. Nro. 105, 106, and in his Conservator. I. 123, ff. 
Gieseler, Ueb. d. Entsteh. d. Schriftl. Evang. 1818. (He especially has 
the merit of drawing attention to this matter.) Sartorius, Drei Abhandl. 
lib, wichtige Gegenstande d. exeg. u. system. Theol. 1820. Rettig, Ephe- 
merid. exeg. theol. Fasc. I. Giess. 1824. Credner, Ein]. p. 187, ff. Neu- 
deck. p. 167, ff. Ebrard, Kritik d. Evangg. § 139. Guerike, Einl. ins N. 
T.9§37. Schleiermacher, Einl. ins N.T. (Sdmmtl. Werke, VIII. 228, ff.). 


§ 870. 


The tidings concerning Christ (To evayyédtov, To xnpuyya) 
were, as is well known, promulgated orally as a living word 
(§61). They were delivered partly in Aramean for Palestin- 
ians and Syrians, partly and especially (for the reasons given 
in §1) in Greek. In the latter language they obtained the 
most decided development, so that not only a peculiar Jew- 
ish-Greek Christian language grew up, but also a certain 
uniformity in the delivery of the subject-matter itself. <A 
proof of this uniformity is found in the account of the 
Lord’s Supper in 1 Cor. xi. 23, ff; for Paul can hardly 
have been acquainted with the Gospel of Matthew. 

At the same time, however, the oral tradition must have 
been to a certain extent fluctuating, because, —1. Inquiry 
into many, and especially less important facts, led to differ- 
ing results (comp. Matt. xxvii. 5 with Acts i. 18, ff.; Luke 
xxiv. 44, ff with Acts i.); 2. The interest of narrators and 
hearers in the history, though lively, was by no means criti- 
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cal, for they regarded the environing circumstances of cer- 
tain incidents, and particularly of the words and teachings 
of Jesus, as unimportant externals; 3. Quite frequently 
additions proceeding from the narrators’ own inspiration 
and reflection mingled with what was historically given and 
handed down. 

‘§ 87c. 


That tradition performed not merely the office of trans- 
mitting, but also, at the same time, of changing, and even 
_of creating, is a truth which, despite its misuse through 
Strauss’s exaggeration, must be maintained. For, apart 
from the fact that it has a sure foundation in the spirit of 
primitive Christianity, in the want of exact critical interest, 
and in the independent way in which the revelation through 
Christ or the Holy Spirit (in which Christ, as it were, a 
second time became flesh) was received and reproduced, 
only in this way can we comprehend the great diversity 
which sometimes occurs in the narration of the same events. 
For instance, Luke xix. 12, ff., comp. Matt. xxv. 14, ff; 
Luke xiv. 16, cf. Matt. xxii. 1, fi; Mark xii. 28, ff, cf. Matt. 
xxii. 34, ff. The independent spirit of tradition had a strong 
influence especially on its didactic element, and altered with 
freedom the discourses, especially the parables, of Jesus. It 
may indeed not be too bold to suppose, that in this way 
parables and other discourses of Jesus may have been in- 
vented ; to this class probably belong several of the former 
in Luke (especially the strongly Paulinizing Luke xviii. 
19, ff.), and the prophecy of the future coming of Christ 
(Matt. xxiv. and parallel passages), which was probably the 
work of some prophet who freely altered a declaration of 
Christ’s.— This view is at least more historical than those of 
Weisse, Wilke, Br. Bauer, and Baur, which ascribe the whole 
to the arbitrary will of an individual; and can in no wise 
disturb the believer, unless with pietistic one-sidedness he 
attach himself to Jesus’s person only, and despise his spirit. 
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§ 87d. 


But if we must explain, by means of oral tradition, not 
alone those parts of the synoptical Gospels which differ, but 
also those which agree, the question arises,—1. Whether 
the agreement of the parallel accounts, both in the general 
representation and diction, and in single (oftentimes rare) 
words (see § 97 f), and, 2. Whether the whole scope and 
structure of our synoptical Gospels, may thus be explained. 
Neither of these can be asserted as likely. The uniformity 
of oral delivery cannot reach so high a degree; and as re- 
gards the second point, the Apostles must, according to 
Herder, have fixed in a written Gospel, which was commit- 
ted to the Evangelists, the bounds of their subject. Accord- 
ing to Gieseler, the uniformity grew up of itself, without any 
agreement, in consequence of the similar mode of appre- 
hending and representing the subject which frequent repeti- 
tion of it among the Apostles produced. According to 
Paulus, the Evangelists merely united on one common train 
of thought. But opposed to all this stands the fact, in itself 
probable, and also pretty nearly demonstrable, that the 
Apostles and Evangelists in their preaching gave nothing 
more than a hasty outline of the whole evangelic history 
(comp. Acts xiii. 24, ff), or single parts of the same (comp. 
1 Cor. xv. 1, ff.), but not an evangelic whole, like our written 
Gospels.* 

* Cf. Credner, Ein]. p. 192. The tradition of the rise of the second Gos- 
pel, that Mark wrote without arrangement what he heard from Peter’s ad- 
dresses (§ 99 5), serves as proof. D. Schulz, in Stud. u. Kr. 1829, thinks 
the twofold source, oral tradition and the free individuality of the Evange- 
lists, a quite sufficient explanation. So (following him?) in regard to 
Mark: Knobel, De Evang. Marci origine, 18315 in respect of the relation 
of Matthew to Luke, Neudecker, p. 171, ff.; in general, Ebrard, Krit. d, 
Evang. Gesch. § 139, p. 985, ff. (Against him, Bleek, Beitr. 2. Evangg. 
Kritik, I. 68, ff.) Also Schleiermacher (Einleit.) is content with this source, 
except that he brings in also the Hebrew writing of Matthew (§ 972) as 
a basis for the first Gospel ; and Thsersch (Standp. d. Krit. 137, ff.), for he 
thinks he can explain the affinity between Matthew and Luke by supposing 


the oral common source, and their divergence by the use of different writ- 
ten works. 
19 
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IV. Union of the Two Hypotheses of a Common Oral Source, 
and of the Influence, through Writing, of one Evangelist 
on another. : 


§ 88a. 


It is therefore necessary, if we will not take refuge in 
generalities, to return to the hypothesis that one Evange- 
list used another, at least in so far as to suppose that this 
mutual use took place on the basis of oral tradition, and ac- 
* cordingly less under the influence of the arbitrary will of in- 
dividuals. The way is also open for supposing one or several 
media of affinity between each two or all three Evangelists. 
From this stand-point, Credner,* with help of the Church 
accounts, gives the origin of the synoptical Gospels as fol- 
lows: —1. The Apostle Matthew, at quite an early period, 
collected in the Hebrew language the discourses of the Lord. 
This collection formed the basis of the first edition of the 
evangelic history, which at a later period was undertaken by a 
Palestinian, who used Mark’s notes, and, to lighten the labor 
of translation, sought the aid of oral tradition. This work 
was our first canonical Gospel, rightly called cata Mar@aiov. 
2. Another made these notes of Mark the basis of his writ- 
ten presentation of the Gospel history, while he arranged 
and completed their contents. 3. Luke was acquainted with 
and used, ‘together with oral tradition, both our canonical 
Matthew and Mark, and also the ancient Hebrew work of 
Matthew and that of Mark. — But in this way the structure 
of our second Gospel, and its manifest dependence on the 
first, cannot be at all explained ; for the pretended notes of 
Mark, on which it was based, are represented as being with- 
out arrangement,— whereas our canonical Mark has in 
general the same arrangement as Matthew. 


* Einl. ins N. T. I. 203, ff. 


§ 885. 


So too Reuss» The oldest Gospel was that written by 
the Apostle Matthew in the Hebrew tongue (§ 97, note 3). 
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Likewise Mark very early wrote down what he remembered 
of Peter’s statements (} 99 b, note a). This Gospel is ex- 
tant in our second Gospel, the spurious beginning, i. 1-13, 
and end, xvi. 9-20, excepted. That first Gospel of Mat- 
thew, however, served only as the basis or chief source of 
that which now bears his name; and perhaps the author has 
drawn from Mark. Akin to our Matthew were the Gospels of 
the Jewish Christians, —the Gospel of the Hebrews, and that 
of Peter. As in even the earliest copies of all these Gospels 
discrepancies might arise, we can comprehend how, towards 
the end of the first century, the number of Gospels in exist- 
ence might seem very great (Luke i. 1). Luke sought, by 
his critical work, to prevent the further corruption of the 
Gospel history, for he followed oral tradition to its source, 
and probably consulted both of the existing works, especially 
that of Mark. The first biographers of Jesus had drawn 
from oral tradition alone; the later writers drew from writ- 
ten sources, which have however been lost. None of our 
Evangelists had the work of the other before him in its 
present form. Hence, to explain their affinity is impossible. 

This hypothesis shares in the mistakes of Wilke’s and 
Credner’s. Like Wilke, Reuss, in aid of his theory, supposes 
interpolations of the second Gospel (cf. § 94,f.). Like Cred- 
mer, Reuss considers our Mark independent of Matthew, and 
even makes the latter draw from him. But Matthew bears 
the stamp of originality, and Mark is a compiler (§ 94 a, ff). 
That no one of our Evangelists used the other, is an asser- 
tion which is contradicted by mere ocular inspection, and 
we must not too hastily abandon the attempt to explain 
their affinity. 


* Gesch. d. heil. Schriften N. T. (Halle, 1842), § 91, ff. 
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1. Explanation of the Relation between Mat- 
thew and Luke. 


A. From a Common Oral Source. 


§ 89 a. 


The writings which Luke had before him, and probably 
used (Luke i. 1-4), were drawn from oral tradition (ver. 2) ; 
and probably he also drew from the same source. If Mat- 
thew followed the same course, his affinity with Luke may 
be to a large extent explained; and, 1. In respect of the 
. single corresponding narratives, a. as regards their general 
contents or their ground-form, and partly their expression. 
Here both Evangelists commonly agree in the main points 
and discourses, —in precisely that which usually makes im- 
pression on the memory; they differ partly in their mode of 
connecting a narrative with what precedes, partly in minor 
circumstances, and in a greater or less minuteness, all of 
which are attributable either to themselves or to the written 
works used by them.® 


a Examples : — 


Matthew. 
Discourse of John the 


Luke. 
iii. 7-10. iii. 7-9. 
Baptist. 

—Il1l,f. "Eyo pev Barrilo tpas 
évy v8are eis perdvorays 6 dé dricw 
pov epxdpevos ioxupdrepds pou éortiv, 
oD} ovx eipt Ixavds ra trodnpara 
Baordoat: avros tpas Barrice év 


—16,f. "Eyo pev vdare Barrio 
e ” »¥ 4 > , 
vpas: epxera b€ 6 iayupdrepds pov, 
2 > > rs € A A € 4 
ov ovx eiut ixavds ADoae roy ivdvra 
TGy Umrodnpdreayv avrov: avrés tas 
Barrice: év mvevpatt dyig Kal tupi. 
mvevpare dyin kat mupi. OD rd mrvov, OF 7rd mrvoy, K. T,X. 
K.T. A. 


viii. 2, ff. 

ld > a ? id 9X 

mpocekuvel avuT@ Aeywv: Kupie, éav 

OerAns, Svvacai pe xaGapioa. Kai 

exteivas Thy xelpa AYaro avrov 6 
> “~ , , 

Incovs A€eywv: CddAw, kabapio One. 


kat idod Aempos EAOav 


Kal evOéws exabapiobn avrod 7 Aémpa, 
Kk. TA. 


villi, 5-7. The introduction dif- 
ferent. 


v. 12, ff. »« kat od avip mAn- 
pns Aeémpas, xat iddy roy “Incody, 
bY > 4 id > U b] ~ 
meoov emt modowrov edenOn avrov 
Aeywv: Kupte, day OeAns, Svvacai pe 
xa@apioas* kai exreivas tiv xeipa 
Waro avrod elmav: OéAw, xaGapi- 
aOnrt. Kat evdéws 7 Aémpa dmndbev 
an’ avrov. 


vii. 1-6. Middle. 


MATTHEW AND 


Matthew. 

Vili, 8. .... Kupse, odk eipd Ixavds, 
iva pou trd ry oréyny eicéAOns: 
GAG pdvoy ele Ady, kal labjceras 
6 mais pov. 

— 9. 

— 14, ff. .... riy mevOepdav aidrod 
BeBAnpévny nat mupéccovaav. Kat 
Ayaro tis xetpos airs, Kab 
adijxey avriy 6 muperds: xa nyep6n, 
kat Sunxdves avrois, K. T. A 


‘ 


viii. 18. .« exeAevcev aed Get 
els rd mépav. 
— 19-22. .... Acddaxade, axo- 


AovOnow got, Grov édy amrépyn. ..- + 
Al ddomexes Gwdreops Exovot xal ra 
mereiya TOU ovpavod KaTacKnyaces. 
..+. Kupie, érirpewdv pot mparov 
dmedOety xat Odyvat roy marépa pov. 
-«+ AxoAdovbes pot, kal des rovs 
vexpovs Odyrat Tous aura vexpous. 
— 23, ff. .... nat ldov, ceopds 
péyas éyévero év rH Gaddoon, Sore 
Td mAotoy Kkadumrec Oat trd roy Kupd- 


tov: aurds dé exabevde..... Kupte, 
THcov Has, aroAAvpeba. .... Ti dec- 


Aoi éore, GAtydmiaro; Tdre éyepbeis 
emeripnoe Tots dvepots, K.T. X. 

—29. .... Tt npiv eat gol, vie 
rod Geod; FAGes Sde mpd xatpod Ba- 
cavioas npas; 

— 32, f. 
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Luke. 

vii. 6. . . Kupte,..-. ov yap 
eipt Ixavds, tva ord thy oréyny pov 
elaédOns .... GdAdAa ele Ady, Kal 
ladnceras 6 mais pov. 

— 8. 

— 38, ff. .... mevbepa 8é rod 
Sipovos hy cuvexoueyn muper@ peyd- 
Aq... nal €mtoras érayo avris 
émetinnoe Te muperp, cal adjxev 
a’rnv. Tlapaxpnyua d¢ avacraca 8ty- 
Kdvet auTois, K. T. A. 

viii. 22. . ele mpos avrovs: 
dieAOwpey els rd mépay rhs Nips. 

ix. 57-60. "AxodovOnaw cor, drrov 
dy amépyn, Kupte..... Al ddorexes, 
ke T. As 


Kipse, éerirpeypdv pot dredOdvri mpa- 
tov Odyat, k.r. 2X. 

. ++. Ages....vexpous*® ov 8¢ dred- 
Gay didyyedXe tiv BaowArclay rou Geod. 

viii. 23, fF .... dghimvace. Kal 
karéBn aida aveuov els Thy Aiuyny, 
kai ouverrAnpoivro. .... 

*Emtordra, émordara, dmodAvpeba. 
‘O 8€ eyepbels ereriunoe TG avep, 
k.t.A. Elrre 8€ avrois: mov ¢orw 7 
mioris Upoy; 

— 28. .... Tl éuot cad coi, "In- 
gov vie rov Geot tov bWiorov ; déopai 
gov, pn pe Bacavions. 

— 33, f. 


So also Matt. ix. 2, 5, 9, 12, f., 15, ff., 22, 24; xi. 3, ff, 16, ff; xii. 2, f., 


8, 13, 47, 49, f.; xiv. 15, f., 19,f.; xvi. 13-16, 21, 24-26, 28; xvii. 1, 
3, ff., 17,22; xviii.5; and the parallel passages in Luke. Only ix. 5,f.; xi. 
10, f.; xvi. 28, as well asiii. 3, iv.5, 10 (see § 794), and the whole history of 
the Temptation, whose form is throughout too artistic for oral tradition, may 
indicate a written source. A similar (more or less free) parallelism or a cer- 
tain similarity of type appears in the narratives of Jesus's journey to Jeru- 
salem and of his stay there. Comp. Matt. xix. 14, 20, f, 24, 26, ff; xx. 
18, f., 30, ff. ; xxi. 1-3, 8, f., 13, 23, ff ; xxii. 18-21, 27, f., 32; and the 
parallel] passages in Luke. On the other hand, far fewer points of agree- 
ment occur in the history of the Passion, and hardly any in that of the 
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Resurrection. In the former, the separate parts are not in general accu- 
rately defined, which appears manifest in the history of Jesus’s work in Gal- 
ilee, and clearly shows that it was the custom to narrate miracles and other 
important events by themselves. In the history of the Passion, a thread 
appears which runs through the whole ; and passages occur which serve 
only for transition, as Matt. xxvi. 1-5, 14-16. Hence, in this section the 
relation between Matthew and Luke may have a written basis, on which 
Luke acted the more freely, as he regarded it only as a literary work, which 
he might alter, partly according to his own judgment, partly according to 
accounts received from other quarters. The accounts of the Resurrection, 
Matt. xxviii. 1-8, Luke xxiv. 1-9, have manifestly a common basis and 
accord. 

Matt. ver. 6. otk é€orw dde° Luke ver. 6. ovx fori d8e, add’ 
myép6n yap, Kabas elie. nyep6n. Munobnre, as éXaAncey tpiv, 

K.T.A. 
Whether the basis was oral or written is difficult to decide. 


§ 890. 


b. In the connection of the single narratives, also, the mu- 
tual affinity of both Evangelists may be in part explained 
by a common oral source. In the history of Jesus’s work 
in Galilee, the sequence at the beginning is, to be sure, dif- 
ferent; but some passages, as those of the paralytic and the 
calling of Matthew, of the plucking of the corn and the heal- 
ing of the withered hand, of the storm on the lake and the 
demoniac (demoniacs), of Herod’s watching Jesus and the 
feeding of the five thousand, are always connected in pairs, and 
from Matt. xvi. 13 forth, the arrangement is the same, even 
in the story of the journey to Jerusalem, and the stay there. 
It is quite conceivable that in oral delivery many passages 
gained a fixed connection, on account of the affinity between 
their contents or of the historical sequence of the events. 


§ 90. 


2. As regards the didactic portion, or the longer consecutive 
discourses of Jesus, the parables, &c., and in general such 
expressions as have a more independent doctrinal meaning, 
we find in them likewise much verbal agreement, which, 
considering the earnestness with which tradition must have 
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striven to retain them, can appear surprising, and point toa 
written source, only in the case of some very rare words and 
turns of expression, as Matt. vii. 5, xi. 26, xxi. 44, xxiv. 50 
(§ 79 5). But in regard to the connection and the position 
of parallel discourses, various cases occur. a. Some are 
presented by both Evangelists in the same definite connec- 
tion (at least as regards their chief points), and in the same 
historical relation* 5. Others, grouped by Matthew into one 
mass or in one relation, are placed by Luke in various posi- 
tions and relations.® c. Luke has given a shorter, and, in its 
main points, quite a different view of the Sermon on the 
Mount from Matt. v. 3—vii. 27, although most of its sub- 
stance is found in Matthew; other parts he gives elsewhere, 
and sometimes with an historic occasion.© d. Discourses 
which have a distinct application appear in the two Evange- 
lists in different places;4 and, e. Expressions of a more gen- 
eral character, proverbs, and sentences are interwoven by both 
in a different manner.° f. Some parables appear in different 
forms! ‘Thus, in respect of this Gospel material, not only 
oral tradition, but also the written composition, whether of 
one or another of our two Evangelists, or of one or several 
earlier, had large and free scope, and we must inquire into 
their mutual relation, in respect of their composition in 
general. 

* Matt, xii. 22, ff. = Luke xi. 14, ff., Discourses against the alleged 
covenant with Satan, and against the demanding a sign. — Matt. xiii. 1, ff. 
== Luke viii. 4, ff., Parable of the sower. — Matt. xxi. 33, ff. = Luke xx. 
9, ff., Parable of the vineyard. — Matt. xxiv. == Luke xxi.5, ff. Yetin these 
discourses we find more in one Evangelist than in the other, and the place 
of some passages is changed. Matt. xiii. 31-33 is put by Luke in another 
place, xili. 18-21; on the contrary, Luke viii. 16, f. is found in Matt. v. 15, 
again in Luke xi. 33, in Matt. x. 26, and again in Luke xii. 2. Matt. xxi. 
28-32 is wanting in Luke. Of Matt. xxiv. several parts are found in 
Luke xvii. 22, ff, xii. 35, ff 

> Matt. x. == Luke ix. 1-5, x. 1-16, and elsewhere. Matt. xxiii. = 
Luke xx. 45 - 47, xi. 37-52. The reverse is the case with the large col- 
lection of discourses in Luke xii. ; comp. ver. 1 with Matt. xvi. 6, ver. 54- 
56 with Matt. xvi. 2,f. Several others occur in Matthew, in the Sermon on 
the Mount, and in chapters x. and xxiv. 
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e Luke. Matthew. 
vi. 20-26 = v. 3-12. 
— 27, f. = Ah. 

— 29, f. = — 39, 42. 

— 31 = vii. 12. 

— 32-36 = v. 46-48. 

— 37, f. = vii. IL. 

— 39 = xv. 14. 

— 40 = x. 24. 

— 41-42 = Vil. 3-5. 

— 43, f., 46 = — 16-21. 

— 45 = Xil. 35. 

— 47-49 = vii. 24—27. 
Matthew. Luke. 

v. 18 = xvi. 17. 

— 25, f. = xii. 58, f. 

— 32 (xix. 9) = xvi. 18. 

vi. 9-13 (Our Father) == xi. 1-4. 

— 19-21 = xii. 33, f. 

— 22,f. = xi. 34-36. 

— 24 = xvi. 13. 

— 25-33 = xii. 22-31. 

vil. 7-11 = xi. 9-13. 

— 13, => Xlii. 24. 

— 22, f. = — 25-27. 


4 Matt. xi. 12 = Luke xvi. 16; Matt. xi. 20-27 (addition ver. 28 — 30) 
== Luke x. 13-22; Matt. xiii. 16, f. = Luke x. 23, f. ; Matt. xxiii. 37 - 
39 = Luke xiii. 34, f. 

© See the Sermon on the Mount and the Parable of the Sower in Mat- 
thew ; further, Matt. xxiii. 12 = Luke xiv. 11 and xviii. 4; Matt. x. 39 = 
Luke xvii. 33; Matt. xviii. 6, f. == Luke xvii. 1, f.; Matt. xviii. 15, 21, f. 
== Luke xvii. 3, f.; Matt. xvii. 20 == Luke xvii. 5,f. Both give the same 
proverbial saying twice (Luke xiv. 11, xviii. 14, see note a). 

f Matt. xviii. 12, f., enlarged and connected with a similar parable, Luke 
xv. 4, ff. Different forms of the same parable: Matt. xxii. 1, ff., Luke xiv. 
16, ff. ; Matt. xxv. 14, ff., Luke xix. 15, ff. 

It is worth noting, that the declarations in Matt. xiii. 17 and xviii. 8, f. 
(cf. v. 29), Luke x. 13, cf. Matt. xi. 21, are connected with what precedes 
by a merely verbal relation, without any logical connection of thought. 
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B. Explanation of the Relation between Matthew and Luke 
from Written Sources. 


a. Peculiarities of both Evangelists in the Treatment of the Gospel Matter and 
in the Composition of a Whole. 


§ 91a. 


Both Evangelists have handled the materials which they 
received through tradition or from Gospel writers with free- 
dom, and in a manner peculiar to themselves. This appears, 
1. In the style of the writing, which in each has considera- 
ble uniformity, although Luke, judging from his proem, 
would, had he been independent, have written in purer 
Greek.* 


* Matthew writes with tolerable uniformity, Luke with greater freedom, 
and often forms periods: i. 1-4; ii, 42,f.; iii. 1, f., 15,f., 19,f.; vi. 13, f.; 
vii. 37, f.; xiv. 28, f.; xv. 4; xxiii. 11; xxiv. 19, f. Does he Hebraize 
less than Matthew! Scholz, Isag. p. 108. Favorite words and turns of 
expression in Matthew : a@ddpa, dou after the genitive absolute, rére, usual 
transition-particle. Peculiar: dd for éx, ©. g. awd xapdias, xviii. 35; éyel- 
per Oar, dey. awd, i. 24, xiv. 2, xxvii.64, xxviii. 7; Aéyor, excepting in xxi, 
2, xxvi. 17 (?), without dative of the person addressed ; Baciela ray ovpa- 
vov for Bac. rov Geod, iii. 2, and some twenty times besides; cuvredela r. 
alavos five times, elsewhere only in Heb. ix. 26; €@vxds, vi. 7, viii. 17; 
6 Aeyduevos of names and surnames, i. 16, ii. 23, ix. 9, xxvi. 3, 14, 36, 
xxvii. 16, 17, 22, 33; 6 pydels, rd pnOev, é666n, sixteen times, in Mark, 
xiii. 14 (?) ; dvayapeiy, ten times, in Mark, ili. 7 (Luke, droorpédew) ; de- 
ord(ey, xiv. 31, xxvili. 17; xaramovri{erOa, xiv. 30, xviii. 6; padaxla, iv. 
23, ix. 35, x. 1; peraipev, xiii. 53, xix. 1; pawifew, v. 39, xxvi. 67; cup- 
BovAcov AapBadvew, xii. 14, xxii. 15, xxvii. 7; cuvalpesy Adyov, xviii. 23, 24, 
xxv. 19; pdfew, xiii. 36, xv. 15. Favorite expressions of Luke: Words 
connected with déixia, xiii. 27, xvi. 8,9; xviii. 6, Acts i. 18, viii. 23; ofkos, 
family, i. 27, and five times besides, Acts eight times, in Matt. twice ; vopsxds, 
six times, in Matt. once; Aiuwn, of Lake Gennesaret; fxavds, numerous, vii. 11, 
f., and often (Mark x. 46) ; dvdyecw, ll. 22, iv. 5, viii. 22, xxii. 66, in Acts 
seventeen times; the participles dyacras, xaficas, with a finite verb ; drevi- 
(ew, excepting in Luke, only in Paul; 4», Aoav, with the participle, i. 7, 10, 
and often; more rarely the future, v. 10, xvii. 35, f., xxi. 17, 24; éplornps, 
elsewhere only in Paul; xai éyévero, éyévero 8¢ ey rp leparevery, i. 8, and 
the like, x. éyév. ds, i. 23, 41, ii. 15, xi. 1, xix. 29, x. éyévero .... RAO», 
i. 59, cf. ii. 1, vi. 12, vii. 11, xx. 1; éyévero 8€ .... dtaropeverOas adrdy, vi. 
1, cf. ver, 6, xvi. 22, Acts ix. 37, and often; dpyeorGas, ten times in Luke, 

20 
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twenty-one times in Acts, twice in Matt., Mark, and John; wAnOav, mA7- 
6erOa, twelve times in Luke, nine times in Acts, twice in Matt. ; mapayprpa, 
only twice in Matt.; apd and trép, with accusative, for comparison ; ovyxa- 
Xeiv, only once in Mark; troorpepew, once in Mark, Paul, Heb.; the 
article before interrogative sentences, i. 62, ix. 46, and often (Mark ix, 23) ; 
rod before the infinitive, i. 9, and often, as in Paul( Win. Gramm. § 45.4. 5); 
frequent participial constructions ( Win. § 46. 2. 6); frequent use of 8€ xai, 
ii. 4, and often. Wholly peculiar: Scamopety, ix. 7, xxiv. 4, Acts ii. 12, v. 
24, x.17; émyepeiv, i. 1, Acts ix. 29, xix. 13; émordmms, Vv. 5, viii. 24, 
45, ix. 33, 49, xvii. 13; érAnoOncay ai npépat, emrnoOn 6 xpdvos, 1. 23, 57, 
ii. 6, 21,22; xadeéqs, i. 3, viii. 1, Acts ili. 24, xi. 4, xvili. 23; xa6ére, i. 
7, xix. 9, Acts ii. 24, 45, iv. 353 d8uvacat, ii. 48, xvi. 24,f., Acts xx. 38 ; 
dpideiv, xxiv. 14, f., Acts xx. 11, xxiv. 26; cupSddAew, i. 19, xiv. 31, 
Acts iv. 15, xvii. 18, xviii. 27, xx.14; cuprAnpodo Gas, viii. 23, ix. 15, Acts 
ii. 1; rideoOat eis ra dra, or év xapdig, i. 66, ix. 44, xxi. 14, Acts v. 4, xix. 
21; trokauBavey, vii. 43, x. 30, Acts i. 9, ii. 15. Cf. Schott, |. c. p. 83, 
108. Gersdorf, Beitr. z. Sprachcharakt. p. 38, ff., 160, ff. Dav. Schulz 
on the Parable of the Steward, in different parts. Oredn. §§ 37,59. The au- 
thor of ‘‘Die Evangg.”’ p. 264, ff., attempts to show that the style of the third 
Gospel is Pauline, and that Paul had therefore a share in it; but he mixes 
up mistakes with what is correct. Besides what has already been adduced, 
note especially: dimepexyvvdpevor, Vi. 38, cf. treprepiocevery, Rom. v. 20, 
and more of the same sort; cvvayriAanBaverba, x. 40, Rom. viii. 26; dyri- 
necoOat, Xill. 17, xxi. 5, and elsewhere in Paul only; dyraroxpiver@as, xiv. 
6, Rom. ix. 20; dcepunvevew, xxiv. 27, Acts ix. 36, elsewhere in P. only ; 
éfovorafe, xxii. 25, three times in P.; e£ovOeveiy, xviii. 9, xxiii. 11, Acts 
iv. 14, eight times in P. 5 éxxaxeiy, xviii. 1, elsewhere in P. only; xarapyeiy, 
xiii. 7, very often in P., Heb. ii. 14; avdyen, distress, xxi. 23, 1 Cor. vii. 26, 
and often; torépnua, xxi. 4, eight times in P.; ei nal, xi. 8, 18, xviii. 4, 
1 Cor. vii. 8, and often, 1 Pet. iii. 4, but also Matt. xxvi. 33; pevotyye, xi. 
28, Rom. ix. 20, x. 18; ye, xi. 8, xxiv. 21, and often, elsewhere chiefly in 
P.; ef pyre, ix. 13, 1 Cor. vii. 5, 2 Cor. xiii. 5. 


§ 91 b. 


2. The peculiarity of each of the two Evangelists shows 
itself in certain pragmatic explanatory additions, which serve 
for review, for resting-points, or to carry on the narrative.* 
Indeed, if we may follow analogy, each carries into the 
history something of his own. 

* Fulfilment of prophecy pointed out: Matt. i. 22, ii. 15, 17, 23, iv. 
14, ff, vill. 17, xii. 17, ff., xiii. 34, f., xxi. 4, xxvii. 9. Geographical ex- 
planations: Luke i. 26, iv. 31, xxiii. 51, xxiv. 13. Remarks on Jesus’s 
work as a whole, and on its results: Matt. iv. 23, ff., ix. 26, 35, xii. 15, f., 
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xiv. 35, f., xv. 30, f.; Luke iv. 15, 87, 44, v. 16, f., viii. 1, f., xiii. 22, xix. 
47, f., xxi. 37, f. Resting-points and transitions: Matt. vii. 28, f., xi. 1, 
xiii. 53, xix. 1, f., xxvi. 1; Luke i. 80, ii. 40, 52, vii. 1, xiii. 22, xvii. 11, 
and many others. 

> Matt. xxi. 7, xxvi. 15, xxvii. 3, ff. The exact agreement of history 
with prophecy. Not only the remarks, that Mary kept the words in her 
heart, Luke ii. 19, 51; that the disciples did not understand Jesus, ix. 45, 
Xviii. 34; the characterizing remarks on persons, ii. 25, xxiii. 51, — but also 
the correspondence of different parts in respect to certain actions, that Jesus 
is so often introduced praying, iii. 21, vi. 12, ix. 18, 29, xi. 1; that he de- 
livered those restored to life to their parents, vii. 15, ix. 42; the graphic 
touch in the description, xxiii. 48 (cf. xviii. 13) ; the hosanna, xix. 38 (cf. 
li. 14) ; the remark, ix. 9, cal é(nres l8eiv adrdy (cf. xxiii. 8), —seem to have 
come from Luke’s pen. 


§ Ole. 


From the Evangelists’ own hand come also the indica- 
tions of time and place, and, in general, the connecting links 
between the separate occurrences. These must needs be 
different, because Matthew strung all his materials on a 
chronological thread,* and arranged many parts in a quite 
different order from that of Luke. The latter seems, on the 
contrary, to prefer abruptness and absence of connection.° 


* This is shown (in opposition to Olshausen, Comm. p. 22, who ascribes 
to Matthew only an arrangement according to subjects) by Schneckenburger, 
Beitr. p. 25, ff., and yet earlier, Kaiser, Ueb. d. synopt. Zusammenstell. der 4 
kan. Evangg. p. 38. It seems clear from the beginnings of the sections : — ili. 
1-12: "Ey d€ rais nuépats exeivas. ili, 13-17: Tére. iv. 1-11: Tdre. iv. 
12-17: ’Axovoas 8¢..., cf. ver. 17: "Awd rére. iv. 18-22: Tepurardy 
de... iv. 23—vii. 29: Kal mepipyev ..., cf. v. 1: “Idmy dé... villi, 1-4: 
KaraBdyre S€ air amo rod Spous. viii. 5-15: EloeA@dvre 8€ avre eis Karep- 
vaovp. Vili. 14-17: Kal éAOdyv dé "Inaods eis ry oixiay Tlerpov. viii. 18-27: 
"I3ay S€... . woAAovs SyAous wept airdy. vill. 28-34: Kal eA@dyri airp 
els ro wépay. ix. 1-18: Kal.... dsewepace nat frGev eis ry idlav mdduv. 
ix. 9-11: Kal mapayov .... éxeiBev. ix. 18-26: Tatra avrov Aadobvros. 
ix. 27-34: Kat wapdyovrt éxeiOev. x. 1-42: Kal mpooxadeodpevos (cf. ix. 
37: Tére). xi. 1-30: Kal éyévero, Gre érédecey 6 ‘Ingots diardcooy rois 
88exa pabyrais, pereBy exeiOev. 2: ‘O 88 Iadvns deovoas. “xii. 1-8: "Ey 
éxelvp TG xatpp. xii. 9- 14: Kat peraBds dxetev. xii. 15-21: .... dve- 
xopnoey éxetOey. xii. 22-45: Tore. 38: Tére. xii. 46-50: “Er: 8 abrov 
Aadobyros. xiii. 1-52: "Ey r7 hyepa cxeivy. xiii. 53-58: Kal... . perj- 
pev exeiOev. xiv. 1-12: ’Ey éxeivp rq xaip@. Xiv. 13-21: Kal dxovoas 6 
"Incovs dvexopnoev éxetbev (evidently false, even nonsensical). xiv. 22-36: 
Kai ev@éms. xv. 1-20: Tére. xv. 21-28: Kal é£edOdy exetbey. xv. 29 
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-—39: Kat peraBds éxeiOev. xvi. 1-12: Kal mpoceAOdvres of aptcaia...-., 
ef. xv. 39: .... xat 7Oev els ra Spta Maydadd. Xvi. 13-28: "EXOoy de 6 
"Inoois els Ta pépn Katoapeias. xvii. 1-13: Kal ped” hyépas ef. xvii. 14 
-21: Kai €A@dvrav airay mpds rév dydov. Xvii. 22: "Avaorpehopevoy dé 
avrav év ty Tadsdaig. xvii. 24-27: ’EXOdvrav 8¢ airay els Kamepvaoip. 
xviii. 1-35: "Ev éxeivy 77 Spa. 

> Luke v. 1: "Eyévero 8é. v.12 (= Matt. viii. 1): Kal éyévero ey re 
elvas avrov év pug Tov modewv. Vv. 17 (= Matt. ix. 1): Kal éyevero dy ua 
Tov nuepov. vi. 1 (= Matt. xii.1): "Eyevero d€ év oaBBdre@ Sevrepomparo. 
vi. 6 (= Matt. xii. 9): "Eyévero 8€ nal év érépm caBBary. vii. 36-50: 
"Hpora b€ tis ad’réy ray Pap. viii. 4-18: Sumdvros dé dyAov rodAod, without 
connection with what precedes. viii. 22 -25 (= Matt. viii. 18): Kal éyevero 
€y ua Tay Huepov. ix. 1-6: (= Matt. x. 1): Suynarecdpevos 8e rovs 8a- 
dexa. ix. 7-9 (= Matt. x. 1): "Heovoe 8€ “Hpwdns. ix. 18-27 (= Matt. 
Xvi. 13): Kal éyevero év r@ elvat abrov mpocevydpevoy xarapdvas. ix.43 -45 
(= Matt. xvii. 22, f.): Tdvroy dé Gavpaldvreyv él macw ols éroie 6 Ingots. 
ix. 46-50 (= Matt. xviii. 1): Elonvbe 8€ S:adoyopds ev avrois. x. 25- 
37: Kal lov, vouixds tis aveotn. xi. 1-13: Kal éyevero év rq elvat avrov ev 
Tére@ Tit mpocevxyopevoy. Xi. 14-28: Kal fy éxBadrwy daiponoy. xi. 29- 
36: Tad 3€ 3yxAwv erabpoifopevoy. xiii. 10-17: "Hy b€ SddcKwv ev pug 
Tay cuwaywyay. Xiii. 18-21: “Edeye dé. xiv. 1-24: Kal eyévero &y ro 
éXGeiv avrov eis olkdy rivos Tay apxdvrev, k.T.A. Xiv. 25-35: Suverropevovro 
8€ aire Sydot wodAoi. XV. 1-32: "Hoay 8¢ éyyifovres adr@ mayres of TeAG- 
vat kal of duaprwdoi. Xvi. 1-31: "Edeye 8€ xal mpds rovs pabnras atrov. 
xvii. 1-10: Ele 3€ mpds rovs padnras. xvii. 20-37: ’Emepwrnbels 8€ td 
ray baptoaiwoy. xviii. 1-14: “EXeye 8€ nat mapaBodny avrois. xx. 1: Kal 
éyévero év puta Tov Nuepav éxelvwv. Even the definite statements, — ix. 
57: "Eyévero 8€, ropevopévwv airav év ry 63G. X. 1: Mera 8€ radra. 
x. 38: "Eyévero d€ év rp mopeverOa avrovs. Kili. 22: Kal dceropevero xara 
moves kal kopas 8:ddoxewv kai ropeiay movovpevos eis ‘IepovcaAnp, — leave us 
uncertain. See Exeg. Hdb.z. Luc. xii. 41. Ritschl, Evang. Marc. p. 227. 


§ 91d. 


_ Matthew prefers also to connect the discourses of Jesus, 
and therefore gives them in large groups (v. 2 — vii. 27, x., 
xlii., xxiiil., xxiv., xxv.) ; Luke, on the other hand, prefers to 
isolate them, and even in grouping together several dis- 
courses he seeks as much as possible for occasions, resting- 
points, and new connecting links." But either his selection 
or his literary agency seems to have had an influence on even 
the import and the spirit of these sayings; for it is remark- 
able how much in his Gospel refers to the recommending of — 
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poverty and beneficence, the rejection of riches, and to the 
later oppressed condition of the Christians.» The passages, 
xvil. 7, ff, xviii. 9, ff, which have a Pauline coloring, and 
ix. 2, ff, x. 25, ff, xvii. 11, ff, which manifest mildness 
towards the Samaritans, are also to be noted. 

* See § 90, note 4, and cf. Luke xi. 1, 5, 27, 29, 87, f., 45; xii. 1, 13- 
16, 22, 40, 54; xiii. 1, 18, 23, f., 31 ; xiv. 7, 12, 15, f., 25; xv. 1-3, 11; 
xvi. 1, 14; xvii. 1, 5, 20, 22, 37; xviii. 1, 9. 

> vi. 20, f., 24 (cf. Matt. v. 3, ff.); xi. 41; xii. 33; xvi. 1, ff, 19, f.; 
xix. 8.— The Sermon on the Mount is intended, in the main, to infuse into 
the oppressed Christians submission, courage, and comfort, ver. 20 — 22, 27 
— 29; further, xii. 32, xviii. 8, xxi. 28. — The similar expressions in Mat- 
thew (v. 11, x, 16, ff.) show also a later stand-point, but refer to the Apos- 
tles, not tothe community. 


§ Ole. 


3. In respect of the composition, as a whole, Matthew 
carried out his plan, from a Jewish-Christian stand-point, 
with conscious design and regular sequence. According to 
him, Jesus began and completed his course; proved him- 
self, during his ministry, which was limited to Galilee, the 
Messiah of Old Testament prophecy (§ 91 3, note a); suf- 
fered his, likewise prophetically-determined, fate as fulfiller 
of the law and founder of the kingdom of heaven, which is 
to come in Messianic glory, in conflict with the false lead- 
ers of the people, the Pharisaic literalists and hypocrites ; 
but rose again in the victorious fulness of his power.* 


* Matt. i. ii.: preliminary history, which gives both the Davidic descent 
and higher nature, the destiny and future acknowledgment (cf. ii. 1-12 
with vill. 11, f., xv. 21, ff, xxi. 41, xxviii. 19) of Christ, and also foreshad- 
ows his sufferings. Ch. iii.l-iv. 11: the forerunner, consecration, temp- 
tation. Ch. iv. 12-—x. 42: appearance in Galilee (cf. iv. 18-16 with xxviii. 
16-20), statement of the Messianic plan, ministry, sending forth of the 
Twelve. Ch. xi.-xvill.: opposition and rejection, with acknowledgment ; 
prospect of the death of Jesus ; his ¢ransfiguration, the prelude to his heav- 
enly glorification. By his journey to Jerusalem, his entrance and siay there 
(ch. xix. -xxv.), the breach between him and the ecclesiastical rulers is com- 
pleted. In his discourse in ch. xxiii. (note especially ver. 37-39), he cuts 
wholly loose from them. The knot thus tied is loosed, prophetically by 
the predictions in ch. xxiv. and xxv., tragically by the sufferings and death 
of Jesus (ch. xxvi. and xxvii.), and finally by his victorious resurrection, his 
meeting with his disciples, and sending them forth (ch. xxviii.). 
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§ 91/- 

Luke followed this plan in part, but in part also deviated 
from it in various ways,* especially by inserting ix. 51—xviii. 
14, which extends the range of Jesus’s labors beyond the 
bounds of Galilee (x. 1,38). This accords with the non- 
Judaizing Pauline tendency of his Gospel, which shows 
itself in the preliminary history," but elsewhere partly in 
omissions and alterations,’ partly in additions® The key- 
stone of Matthew’s Gospel (ch. xxviii.) he has broken, by 
setting aside the last scene in Galilee, to prepare the way 
for the outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Jerusalem, Acts ii., 
and thus to lay an historic basis for the rich development of 
this spirit in the bosom of Pauline Christianity.* 


* The original plan is traceable from beginning to end, especially in xx. 
46, f., xxi. 5, ff; but it has been disturbed by the too early position of the 
polemic passages, vi. 1, ff. (Matt. xii. 1, ff.), and of the major part of the 
discourse in Matt. xxiii. (Luke xi. 39, ff., xiii. 34, f.), whereby its force in 
its proper position has been lost, and by the insertion of xxi. 1-4. 

*a His universalism appears in ii. 31, Paulinism in i. 20, 45 (cf. Rom. 
iv. 18, ff.), i. 51, ff, ii. 1-7, in opposition to Matt. ii. 1, f, and in compar- 
ison with 1 Cor. i. 26, ff., 2 Cor. viii. 9. The author of ‘‘ Die Evangg.”’ has 
very much exaggerated this, after his fashion, p. 216, ff. 

b Luke does not give those passages which support the Jewish particular- 
ism (Matt. x. 5, xv. 21, ff.) and the pre-eminence of Peter (Matt. xvi. 17- 
19, x. 2,—- the word mporos). Perhaps his Pauline tendency was opposed 
also by the passages concerning the law, Matt. v. 17, ff.; by the references 
to prophecies fulfilled, Matt. viii. 17, xii. 15-21, xiii. 14, ff., 35, xxi. 4, f., 
xxvi. 56 (to which xxi. 14-16, xxvii. 3, ff., also belong, — the account here 
of Judas Iscariot does not agree in other respects with Luke xxii. 3, Acts i. 
18) ; the eschatological passages, Matt. xiii. 24-30, 36-43, 47-50, xxv. 
1-12, 31-46 (also Matt. x. 23 he omits, Matt. xvi. 28 he softens [ix. 27], 
Matt. xxiv. 29 he cuts down [xxi. 25], and Matt. xxiv. 23-28, by his 
change of its position and relation, xvii. 22 - 37, loses in definiteness) ; the 
narratives, Matt. xvii. 24-27, xxvii. 50, ff. 

¢ His universalism appears above all in the choosing of the seventy disciples, 
x. 1, which, like the twelve for the twelve tribes of Israel, correspond to 
the seventy peoples of the earth ; and also in the passages favorable to the 
Samaritans, ix. 52, f., x. 33. We may hardly place under this head the 
parables, xv. 11, ff., xvi. 19, ff., the narratives, xxiii. 39, ff., x. 38, ff. (con- 
trary to Schwegler, Nachap. Zeitalt. I. 47, ff, Zeller, in Jahrbb. 1843, p. 
81, ff.). .It is also false to conclude from passages like ix. 32, f., 40, 45, 
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(‘* Die Evangelien,’’ etc., p. 24, f., 82, f. Ritschl, Evang. Marc. p. 188, ff. 
Baur, in Zeiller’s Jahrbb. 1846, p. 500, ff, Krit. Unterss. 435, ff.,) that Luke 
meant to throw the Twelve into the shade. Similar passages are also found 
in Matt. xvi. 8—11, xvii. 16, xxvi.40. On the other hand, it is a striking 
fact, that the part of the instructions in Matt. x., directed according to Luke 
to the Seventy, contains the more important passages, x. 12, 16, and that 
Jesus on their return says such weighty words, ver. 18, ff. The passages, 
xv. 11, ff., xvii. 7, ff., xviii. 9, ff, are manifestly Pauline. 

4 Excepting iii. 11, xxviii. 19, Matthew says nothing of the Holy Spirit 
in relation to the disciples. 


§ 92. 


As the peculiarities of each of our Evangelists are ap- 
parent from beginning to end, the work of each, although 
perhaps not wholly independent, is yet the result of his own 
labor. The opening history is not a later addition." As 
little has Luke inserted without change certain memoranda, 
especially in the section ch. ix. 51 —xviii. 14, a collection of 
sayings (Marsh, Eichhorn, and others), or an account of a 
journey.” Still less has he adopted Marcion’s Gospel as his 
basis (§ 72 c). 


* Against the genuineness of Matt. i. ii.: Williams, A Free Inquiry into 
the Authenticity of the First and Second Chapters of St. Matthew’s Gospel. 
Lond. 1771. 2d ed. 1790, cf. Michaélis, Or. Bibl. 1.53, ff. Eichhorn, Allg. 
Bibl. II. 918, ff. Stroth, Von Interpolatt. im Evang. Matthai, in Exchhorn’s 
Rep. IX. 99, ff., Hess, Biblioth. d. h. Gesch. I. 208, ff. Ammon, De Luca 
emendatore Matthaei, p. 5, sqq. Joh. Jones, Sequel to Ecclesiastical Re- 
searches, in which the Origin of the Introductory Chapters in Matthew and 
Luke, etc. Lond. 1813. (Schmidt, Hinl. I. 84, thinks that Matthew found 
and prefixed these chapters as a distinct Gospel of the childhood of Jesus.) 
On the other side: Fleming, Free Thoughts upon a Free Inquiry, ete. 
Lond. 1771. 8vo. Velthusen, The Authenticity of the First and Second 
Chapters of St. Matthew’s Gospel Vindicated. Lond. 1771. 8vo. German : 
Gerettete Authent. d. ersten beiden Kapp. d. Ev. Matth. Lemgo, 1771. 8vo. 
Thiess, De Evang. Matthaei integritate, etc. Helmst. 1782. 4to. Rau, Sym- 
bola ad quaest. de authent. cap. I. et I]. Evang. Matthaei discutiendam. 
Erl. 1793. 4to. J. F. Schmidt, Examen integritatis duorum primorum capp. 
Evang. Matthaei. Lips. 1791. 4to. in the Commentatt. theol. I. 340, sqq. 
Paulus, Comment. I. 105, ff. Fritzsche, Exc. ITI. ad Comm. in Matth. J. G. 
Miller, Ueb. d. Aechth. der zwei ersten Capp. d. Ev. n. Matth. Trier. 1830, 
&c., which Bertholdt, II]. 1274, Eichhorn, I. 426, adduce. 

Against the genuineness of Luke i. ii.: Edw. Evanson, The Dissonance 
of the Four generally received Evangelists and the Evidence of their re- 
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spective Authenticity examined. Ipswich. 1792. 8vo. Horst, Ueb. d. bei- 
den ersten Kapp. im Evang. Luc., in Henke’s Mus. I. Bd. 3. St. 

> Schletermacher, Ueb. d. Schr. d. Luk. I. 158. Lachmann, in Stud. u. 
Krit. 1835. p. 588. On the other side, Weisse, Evang. Gesch. I. 88, ff. 


b. Dependence of Luke on Matthew. 


§ 93 a. 


Everything thus far opposes the theory, maintained by 
many, of the dependence of Matthew on Luke (§ 92 a); 
particularly the fluctuating composition, resting on a foreign 
basis, and the Pauline bias imparted to preponderatingly 
Jewish-Christian matter, in connection with the later origin 
of the third Gospel, attested by tradition and rendered 
probable by internal evidence (§ 101 c). Many particulars, 
moreover, stamp the first Gospel with the character of origi- 
nality : the account of the Temptation and of the Sermon 
on the Mount, whose more complete form shows them to 
be the first outpouring rather than a later emendation and a 
disjointed copy, — the narrative of the Resurrection, which 
not only harmonizes with the Galilean scope of the Gospel, 
but by its simplicity and uniqueness proves itself the old- 
est, — and many others. 


§ 93d. 


From the point which we have reached, it seems natural 
to conclude that the third Gospel is an elaboration of the 
first. If the omissions adduced are intentional, and aim to 
give it a certain bias, others also may be regarded in the 
same light.» In the passages which Luke has in common 
with Matthew, arbitrary changes and transpositions may be 
proved ;° at least, completeness and originality are on the 
side of Matthew (cf. xvii. 1-4 with Matt. xviii. 1, f, 6, f,, 
15, ff.).° In several passages Luke has endeavored, and 
sometimes with success, to improve upon Matthew; in 
others, his pragmatism (generally incorrect) is manifest. 

* Matt. xvii. 10-12 (christological question) ; xiv. 3— 12 (an addition of 
particulars, which perhaps Luke thought inappropriate) ; xxvii. 62-66, 
XXvill. 11-15 (which he perhaps considered unworthy of credit). 
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> The assignment of the great address of instruction in Matt. x. to the 
Twelve, ix. 3-5, and to the Seventy, x. 4-12, is plainly arbitrary. Be- 
sides, x. 13 (Matt. xi. 21) is introduced improperly by a mistake of memory. 
The Sermon on the Mount, vi. 20, ff., is a disfigured extract from that in 
Matthew, which has the appropriate object of showing to Jesus’s disciples 
his plan and doctrine, whereas Luke makes it refer to the oppressed Chris- 
tians of a Jater time. Thus the peroration, which, in Matt. vii. 24, ff., calls 
attention to the doctrine laid down, loses its force in Luke. In vi. 37 the 
connection is lost, and we see clearly how the passage Matt. vii. 1-5, 
which floated before Luke’s mind, is interrupted by inappropriate reminis- 
cences of Matt. xv. 14, x. 24. (Also in xi. 33, ff, xii. 1, ff., 49, ff., 58, ff., 
xvi. 16, ff, sayings that in Matthew stand in good connection, or occur as 
special doctrinal statements, are forced in, as it wereg by violence. ) 

° See, on the contrary, Rtéschi, pp. 260, 274, and his remarks, p. 289, on 
passages like vii. 39 (Matt. xxi. 32), xi. 48, ff. (Matt. xxiii. 30, ff.), which 
look like unsuccessful attempts at revision. 

@ iii, 2, 7, 19, f. (Matt. iii. 1, 7, iv. 12); iv. 5, ff (Matt. iv. 5, ff, a se- 
quence incorrectly altered); v. 17, 29, 33 (Matt. ix. 3, 10, 14); ix.‘l0 
(Matt. xiv. 13); xix. 30, ff. (Matt. xxi. 2, ff); xxi. 12, 25 (Matt. xxiv. 
8, f., 29). See Exeg. Handb. on the passages. 

* The later position of the Sermon on the Mount, deemed by some a 
ground of preference for the third Gospel, stands in the same category as 
the account of the choosing of the Twelve, vi. 12, ff. Luke was led to both 
by the considerations that Matthew addresses the discourse to disciples of 
whom but four were called (iv. 18, ff.), and that he introduces, in x. 1, ff., 
twelve without due preparation (Matthew alone having been called in the 
mean time, ix.9). The introduction, ver. 12, f., to the new account framed 
by Luke, is out of keeping, and the name amdorodos betrays its later 
stand-point. 


§ 93c. 


But the Gospel of Luke cannot be regarded throughout 
as only a free revision of Matthew, without the use of other 
sources.* The proem, i. 1—4, shows the contrary (§ 89 a). 
There is a degree of probability in favor of the theory that 
Luke arbitrarily undertook to assign the discourses of Jesus 
— which Matthew placed together— to certain incidents 
as occasions (§ 91 d, note a). When he gives a correspond- 
ing equivalent for what he has not in common with Mat- 
thew, it proves that he had reference to Matthew. Cautious 
criticism, however, will not regard all these passages as man- 
ufactured by Luke, but will also suppose the use of oral 
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tradition or of written sources. ‘The same applies also to 
several smaller additions® and alterations Many of these 
seem to have sprung up under the influence of the Pauline 
tradition,“4 others under that of John the Evangelist.° No 
probable ground for the absence of many passages can be 
found in the design and tendency of Luke,‘ and the gap 
between ix. 17 and 18 (cf. Matt. xiv. 22—xvi. 12), especially, 
makes it probable that he here followed an older and shorter 
edition of the first Gospel In this way might be explained, 
also, the absence of several passages which we have re- 
garded as designedly omitted (§ 91 e, note b). In the same 
way Luke must have derived the larger passages, which he 
has in addition to Matthew, from a written source.® 


* As Baur does, p. (574) 501, ff. 

> Matt. i. ii. = Luke i. ii.; Matt. xiii. 53, ff. == Luke iv. 16, ff. ; Matt. 
iv. 18, ff. = Luke v. 1, ff; Matt. xxvi. 6, ff. = Luke vii. 36, ff.; Matt. 
xxii. 35, ff. = Luke x. 25, ff.; Matt. xxi. 17, ff. = Luke xiii. 6, ff., xvii. 
5, ff.; Matt. xxii. 1, ff. = Luke xiv. 16, ff.; Matt. xxv. 14, ff. = Luke 
xix. 12, ff.; Matt. xx. 20, ff. == Luke xxii. 24, ff.; Matt. xxvi. 31, ff = 
Luke xxii. 31, ff. 

¢ These sometimes bring into the narrative more of the picturesque and 
stirring (v. 19, vii. 3, ff., vill. 45, ff., 49, ff., xxiii. 27, ff., 39, ff.); some- 
times more of the marvellous (xxii. 8, ff., 43, 51,— the hand of Luke is, 
however, clearly discernible in the narrative in ver. 40, ff., which omits 
much) ; and sometimes the miracle gains thereby an important application 
(ix. 31). Others are introduced in other ways (iv. 42, ff., ix. 49, f.). 

4 vi. 6 (Matt. xii. 9), viii. 27 (Matt. viii. 28), xi. 29 (Matt. xii. 39), xviii. 
35 (Matt. xx. 29), xxii. 54, ff. (Matt. xxvi. 57, ff.), xxiii. 2, ff. (Matt. xxvii. 
11, ff.), xxiv. 2, ff. (Matt. xxviii. 2, ff.). 

ad Cf. xxii. 19, f. with 1 Cor. xi. 24, f., xxiv. 34 with 1 Cor. xv. 5, and 
the passages referred to in § 91 f, note c. 

* Cf. xix. 29 with John xii. 1; xix. 37, cf. John xii. 17; xxii. 27, ef. 
John xiii. 4, ff.; xxii. 50, cf. John xviii. 10; xxii. 55, cf. John xviii. 18, 
25; xxiii. 16, cf. John xix. 1; xxiii. 46, cf. John xix. 30; xxiii. 53 (xix. 
30), cf. John xix. 41; xxiv. 4, 12, cf. John xx. 6. 

f KE. g. Matt. xviii. 6-9, 15-35, xxi. 28-32 (Luke, however, knew this 
passage, cf. vii. 30), ix. 27-34, ix. L-12, xx. 1-16. 

¢ The omission of Matt. xv. 21-31 may have had its ground in ver. 
24 (4 91/f, note 5), and that of xv. 32-39, xvi. 1-4, in the fact of their be- 
ing repetitions (cf. Matt. xiv. 13, ff., xii. 38, f.). Matt. xiv. 28, ff., refers 
to Peter, but does not tend to his advantage; on this account, also, it was 
unnecessary to omit the whole passage. The sayings in Luke vi. 39, xii. 1, 
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give us reason to presuppose an acquaintance with Matt. xv. 1-20, xvi. 5- 
12, but why does Luke wholly omit these passages? (Cf. Baur, p. [540] 
471). Probably our Matthew added from another source the whole passage 
xiv. 22-xvi. 12 to what precedes, and so committed the same error as 
before (ix. 32, f., cf. xii, 22, ff.), of narrating as a different event what a 
different tradition had reported in a somewhat changed form. Luke, how- 
ever, followed the older and simpler work, on which our Matthew is based. 
Cf. Bleek, Beitr. I. 76. Ritschl, p. 291. 

h ‘We may, with Marsh and others, regard a collection of discourses as 
this source. This collection, however, seems to have been enriched by 
scattered and unarranged excerpts from Matthew before it fell into Luke’s 
hands ; and, despite his acquaintance with Matthew, he preferred to follow 
it, and to give some of the discourses in less fitting connection. 


2. Explanation of the Relation between Mark 
and the other two Evangelists by the Sup- 
position that he used them. 


§ 94a. 


From the manner in which Mark stands between Mat- 
thew and Luke, combines their text into a third, and has 
little of his own (§ 80), we may conclude that he is de- 
pendent on both of them; this may also be satisfactorily 
proved. 1. According to Church tradition, Mark wrote later 
than the other two (§ 100 5). His later stand-point is also 
manifest in his mediating tendency, and in his selections 
from the Gospel matter, which show comparatively little in- 
terest in the teachings of Jesus.* On this account, his 
notion of the “Gospel,” placed at the very beginning (i. 1), 
and elsewhere introduced (i. 40, viii. 35, x. 29), as denot- 
ing the compend of the historic facts concerning the mani- 
festation of the Son of God (i. 1), seems the less apostolic. 
The absence of the account of the supernatural birth of 
Jesus in no wise proves the originality of the second Evan- 
gelist; for he has the idea of the miraculous generation 
(vi. 3, cf. Matt. xiii. 55), and of the divinity of Christ (i. 1, 
iii. 11, v. 7, xv. 39). 

* Cf. Bleek, Beitr. I. 33. 

> And, indeed, apparently with some leaning towards Docetism. In xy. 


39, 44, the view is involved that Jesus’s death was not a natural one, and, 
if not a merely seeming one, yet voluntary (John x. 18). 
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§ 94. 


2. If the parallel passages, especially those in Matthew, 
be compared with it, the Gospel of Mark shows unmistaka- 
ble signs of non-originality, both in the representation of the 
teachings of Jesus, which are given sometimes in wrong 
connections,* sometimes more or less disfigured,’ and in the 
historic accounts, which are sometimes arbitrarily altered,’ 
sometimes amplified by more or less suspicious additions. 


« The indispensable occasion is wanting in iii. 28, f. (cf. Matt. xii. 31, f.), 
the necessary middle member in ix. 37 (cf. Matt. xviii. 3, f.), the right po- 
sition in ix. 41 (cf. Matt. x. 42), 49, f. (cf. Matt. v. 13), xi. 24, ff. (cf. Matt. 
vii. 7, ff., vi. 14, f.). 

» The correct sequence is wanting in vii. 6, f. (cf. Matt. xv.3. ff). The 
omission of xara waoay airiay robs the question in x. 2 of its historic force, 
because among the Jews the right to dismiss a wife was not disputed. To 
give, in xii. 35, ff., as Jesus’s teaching to the people, what had significance, 
as a disputed question, only for the Pharisees, is manifestly an error. Luke 
here occupies the middle ground, for he abandons the interrogative turn of 
the passage, yet preserves the address to the Pharisees, ‘The prayer, xiv. 
36, compared with Matt. xxvi. 39, 42, is manifestly distorted. Foreign ele- 
ments are intermingled in ii. 9 (dpdy.cov r. xpdBB.), x. 21 (dpas r. aravp.), 
iv. 10 (rots mw). — Wilke, who exposes the first of these passages, seeks to 
justify the expression in the last one, which is manifestly connected with 
1 Cor. v. 12, by referring it to the ship in which Jesus was with his disci- 
ples (!). —x. 12 is, like ver. 2, inconsistent with the Jewish system of di- 
vorce. 

¢ In vii. 24, a mistaken reason is given for Jesus’s mode of proceeding, 
the true one, in Matt. xv. 24, being omitted; xiv. 58, the words rov yetpo- 
moinroy, k. T. A., look like a gloss; xi. 10, the expression is weakened ; xv. 
8, a manifest mistake. 

4 j. 13, qv pera rav Onpiwy ; ill. 6, pera ray “Hpwdiavay ; iv. 39, form of 
adjuration ; vi. 13, oil as a medicine ; xi. 16, Jesus allowed no furniture to 
be carried through the temple; xiv. 30, 68, 72, two crowings of the cock ; 
xv. 39, the alleged ground for the centurion’s exclamation ; ver. 44, Pilate 
wonders at Jesus’s speedy death (cf. § 94 a, note 6). Other examples in 
§ 94 c, note e. 


§ 94. 


3. The dependence of Mark on Matthew and Luke ap- 
pears in the abridgments in i. 12, f,, xvi. 12, ff. (cf. § 94 fF) ; 
in the breaking of the connection by borrowing from foreign 
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sources, iv. 10-34," ix. 88-—48;° from passages which in 
one way or the other presuppose the auxiliary accounts. 


* Ver. 21-25 are improperly placed by Mark and Luke (Bauer, II.321), 
although more properly by the latter, who makes them the concluding admo- 
nition, whereas Mark, ver. 26, ff., continues (like Matthew) to make Jesus 
speak parables, and to the people (ver. 33); excepting that by the absurd dre 
de ¢yevero xaraydvas, ver. 10, he suggests the mistaken notion that Jesus 
delivered the last two to the disciples alone. Mark here manifestly vibrates 
between the two accounts. 

> The apothegm parallel with Luke ix. 49, f. is in the latter connected 
with ix. 51, ff., while Mark, on the other hand, in ver. 42, proceeds on in 
the connection of Matthew. 

¢ j, 2, Mark cites Mal. iii. 1, in conformity with Matt. xi. 10, Luke vii. 
27,— ix. 43, ff., he follows Matthew in a merely verbal connection of 
the thought, the preceding oxavdadifew being different from that of which 
the succeeding expressions treat. — viii. 34, x. mpooxadeodpevos rdv 3yAov 
ovy rois padyrais atrod is a mistaken amplification of Luke ix. 25, ¢deye de 
mpos mavras (8C. rovs pabnrds), for there is no dyAos. —yix.6, the absurd 
motive assigned to Peter’s expression of pleasure, foay yap éxoBor, is 
drawn from what follows in Matthew and Luke. — xii. 34, nat oddels odxére 
érdApa abroy érepwryncat, appropriate enough in Luke xx. 40, whence it is 
taken, is inappropriate here, for the scribe has asked in a friendly way and 
received a friendly answer. — xiv. 65 is clear only by the aid of Luke xxii. 
64.—xiv. 12, ff, Mark follows firet Matthew in making the disciples put the 
question, but afterwards Luke in speaking of the sending of the two disci- 
ples, so that we look in vain for an answer to the question. — vi. 14, 16 (if 
the common text, which is supported by preponderating authority, be cor- 
rect), Mark, by using both of his authorities, has been misled into an un- 
thinking repetition. — xiii. 4, the wavra is best explained by a side glance at 
Matthew, who makes the disciples inquire the time, not only of the destruc- 
tion of the temple, but also of the future coming of Christ. — xiii. 10, Mark 
has been misled by the word paprvptoy, occurring in both Luke xxi. 13 and 
Matt. xxiv. 14, into adopting this verse, which has its proper position in 
Matthew only. — iv. 12, like Luke viii. 10, can be explained only from Matt. 
xiii. 13, ff., and presupposes the connection there given. Moreover, the 
blame in Mark iv. 13 is wholly out of place. — iii. 16, ff. seems from the 
interrupted construction to be an elaboration of Luke vi. 14, ff. and in ver, 
15 a false connection of the thought occurs, which may be explained by 
Matt. x. 1.— v. 15, [pariopevoy can be explained only by the omitted point 
in Luke viii. 27: x. iudriov odx évedidvonero. — Vi. 6, did Thy dmiotiay in- 
correctly combined, cf. Matt. xiii. 58. — vi. 8, vii. 27, Mark introduces un- 
suitable softenings, in the latter case from a later stand-point. 
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§ 94d. 


If the theory seem very natural, that a Gospel, which is 
almost wholly composed of fragments of the other two 
Gospels, and in other respects bears marks of dependence 
on these, is a compilation from them (§ 82a), we can with 
internal probability trace, step by step, the author’s method, 
and especially the way in which, in arranging Jesus’s work 
in Galilee, he takes a middle course between the accounts 
in Matthew and Luke, on the supposition that he subordi- 
nated the doctrinal element of the Gospel to the miraculous, 
and avoided the long discourses, and perhaps, at the same 
time, used a certain degree of critical judgment on the 
ground of general tradition.* 


8 Statement of the Course pursued by Mark in the Arrangement of Jesus’s 
Work in Galilee. 


Matt. Mark. Luke. 
iv. =i, 14, 15. 
12-17. Jesus’s Appearance in Galilee. 
- Follows Matthew. 
iv. -== 1. 16-20. 
18 ~ 22. Calling of the Four Apostles. 


Likewise follows Matthew. 

Now, however, he forsakes M., because M. gives 
the long Sermon on the Mount, and passes over to 
Luke, omitting the section Luke iv. 16-30, which 
was opposed to the prevailing tradition. 


(vii. i, 21-28 = iv. 
28, 29.) The Demoniac at Capernaum. 31-37. 
(Ver. 22, an echo of Matt. vii. 28, f.) 
viii. i, 29-39 = iv. 
14-17. Peter’s Wife's Mother. 38 - 44. 


In his arrangement he follows Luke, although in 
Matthew also the section is placed near the omitted 
Sermon on the Mount. His text follows both, ex- 
cepting that he takes ver. 35-39 from Luke. 
vill. = 1. 40-45 = v. 
1-4. The Leper. 12-16. 
He passes over Luke v. 1~ 11, because this section 
excludes the earlier i. 16-20, and repeats Matt. viii. 
1-4, the first section after the Sermon on the Mount, 
which yet is not very unlike Luke v. 12-16. In 
the text he follows both, and ver. 45 Luke alone. 





Mait. 


xiii. 
1-34. 


Vill. 
23-27. 
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Mark. 
ii, 1-12 = 
The Paralytic. 

The arrangement follows Luke, the text follows 
both, though Luke more closely. 

= ii, 13-22 = 
Calling of Levi. 
This section in Matthew also is connected with the 
foregoing. The text follows both. 
ii. 23-28 
Plucking of the Corn. 
The arrangement follows Luke, the text both. 
== ili, 1-6 == 
The Withered Hand. 

This section is also connected in Matthew with 
the preceding. The text follows Luke principally. 
iii, 7-12. 

Thronging of the People. 

Compiled from passages in Matthew and Luke, 
lying near the preceding. 

iii. 13-19 = 
Choosing of the Twelve. 

The arrangement and narrative follow Luke; ver. 

18, however, is an echo of Matt. x. 3. 
== iii, 20-35. 

Of the Covenant with Beelzebub. Jesus’s Mother 
and Brethren. 

He passes over the Sermon on the Mount in Luke, 
and proposes to follow Matthew ; but instead of turn- 
ing back to Matt. viii. 5, or viii. 18, he takes up xii. 
24, because he had previously touched Matt. xii. 14. 
He works up this passage with Matt. xii. 46, ff, 
for, according to his wont, he passes over the longer 
discourses in Matt. xii. 33 -45. 

== iv. 1-34. 
The Sower. 

He follows Matthew in the section of the Sower, 
but incorporates also the inappropriate addition in 
Luke viii. 16-18, as well as Matt. xiii. 31, f. The 
last words in ver. 34 point to the omitted Matt. xiii. 
36, ff. 

iv. 35-41 = 
The Storm on the Lake. 

Having been Jed to Luke viii. 16, ff., and as in 

Luke sections which have an earlier place in Mat- 


(vi. 
17-19.) 


vi. 
12 _ 16. 


xi. 
14 - 23. 
viii. 
19-21. 


vili. 
4-18. 


viii. 
22 - 25. 
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Matt. 


Vili. 


28 — 34. 


ix. 


18- 26. 


Xili. 


54-58. 


(x-) 
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Mark. 
thew, and which he wishes to give, follow (Luke 
vill. 19-21 he may omit, having already given it 
above), he now passes over to this Evangelist, whom 
in his text he most closely follows. 
=v. 1-20= 
The Demoniac among the Gadarenes. 

The sequence is the same in M. and L.; but Mark 

follows the latter more closely in the text. 
v. 21-43 = 
Jairus’s Daughter. 

He follows Luke; but as Matt. ix. 1 is manifest- 
ly echoed in v. 21, and Matt. ix. 2-17 is given above 
in ii. 1-22, the course of the combination leads to 
Matt. ix. 18-26. The text follows chiefly Luke. 

= vi. 1-6. 
Jesus teaches in Nazareth. 

Matthew, after the parable of the Sower, — the 
point where Mark left him,— introduces a para- 
graph which seemed to Mark important. Mark, 
therefore, adopts it, and the more because he had 
omitted the similar one in Luke iv. 16-30. 

vi. 7-13 = 
Sending forth of the Twelve. 

He returns to Luke’s arrangement, which places 
this after the above section, Mark v. 21-43. His 
text also follows Luke the more closely. 

vi. 14-29 = 
Herod Antipas. ; 

The sequence is that of Luke ; but M. also places 
this section after that in Mark vi. 1-6, and thus 
from this side also the course of the combination 
leads to this point. His text follows both, but in the 
narrative of John’s beheading he follows Matthew. 

= vi. 30-44 = 
Feeding of the Five Thousand. 

Sequence the same in M. and L. The text fol- 

lows both, though chiefly M. 
== vi. 45-56. 
Jesus walks on the Water. 

Follows M., also in the text, but with omission 
of the circumstance in ver. 28-31. 

== vil. 1-23. 
Of the Washing of Hands. 
Follows M., though with divergences in the text. 


ix. 
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Matt. Mark. Luke. 
xv. = vil. 24-31. 
21-31. The Canaanitish Woman. 
As above. 
vil. 32 - 37. 
The Deaf and Dumb Man. 
Xv. == vili. 1-10. 
32-39. Feeding of the Four Thousand. 
Follows Matthew. ; 
xvi. == vili. 11-21. 
1-12. Sign from Heaven. Leaven of the Pharisees. 
Follows Matthew. 
viii. 22-26. 
The Blind Man. 
xvi. == Vili. 27-ix. ] = ix. 
13 - 28. Peter's Confession. 18 - 27. 
The sequence is M.'s, but L.’s also falls in with 
it, and his influence is perceptible in the text. 
xvii. = ix. 2-13 = ix. 
1-13. The Transfiguration. 28 - 36 
The sequence is now in general the same in all 
three. 

xvii. = ix, 14-29 = ix. 
14-21. The Demoniac. 37-43 
xvii. = 1x. 30-32 = ix. 
22, 23. Announcement of Jesus’s Death. 43-45 
XVill. == 1x. 33-50 = ix. 
1-9, The Dispute about Rank. 46-50 


In ver. 33 there is an echo of Matt. xvi.24. The 
peculiar passage, Matt. xvii. 24-27, Mark dropped, 
because not found in the current Gospel tradition. 


Besides this table, compare also Griesbach’s and Saunier’s essays, referred 
to in § 82a, note e, § 82 5, note a. Schwarz, N. Unterss., p. 284, ff. Baur, 
Krit. Unterss. p. 541, ff. 


§ 94e. 


The Evangelist’s course ceases to excite surprise or objec- 





tion (§ 83), when we consider,—1. that he had no con- 

ception of our historical criticism and art, and that both the 

written and the oral Gospel tradition were at that time 

regarded as common property, which any one might deal 

with at pleasure, especially as its import was religious rather 

than historical; 2. that oral tradition, from which his au- 
22 
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thorities and their predecessors had drawn, being not yet 
closed, stood as much at his command as at theirs, whether 
as a source of information or as a standard of judgment and 
selection (§ 87a); and, 3.—a consideration that especially 
bears upon what seems to us the petty and tedious course 
of combining the text of the two Evangelists, —that he did 
this undesignedly, his exact acquaintance with his prototypes 
leading him to imitate their very expressions.* 


@ Formerly I regarded Mark’s whole use of the two Evangelists, as well 
as Luke’s use of Matthew, as mnemonic. This, however, seems needless. 


§ 947. 

If this be the true account of the origin of Mark’s Gos- 
pel, the integrity of the same admits of defence. As regards 
the account of the resurrection, xvi. 9, ff., which has been 
questioned,® the difficulty, that ver. 7 has no sequence, and 
that the narrative is again taken up in ver. 9 and con- 
nected with ver. 1, is explained partly by the alteration 
made by Luke in Matthew’s narrative in omitting the prom- 
ised meeting in Galilee (§ 91), and partly by the influence 
of the Evangelist John, to which Mark here yielded.» The 
grounds which have been thought to lie in the style are in 
no case sufficiently decisive.° Besides, an interpolator would 
have avoided such inequalities, as well as the singular repre- 
sentation (i. 13) in the preliminary history, which has also 
(§ 88 5) been called in question, though we find in it an 
unmistakable peculiarity of Mark (i. 7). 


@ Against the genuineness are: Griesbach, Gratz, Bertholdt, Schulthess, 
Paulus (Exeg. Hdb.), Dav. Schulz, Fritzsthe, Schott (Isag.), Credner, 
Reuss. For it: R. Simon, Mill, Wolf, Storr, Matthdi, Paulus (Comment.), 
Kuinoel, Eichhorn, Hug, Feilmoser, Schott (Opusc.), Vater, Saunier, Gue- 
rike (Einl. § 34), Schwarz (p. 327, ff.), Baur (as it seems), p. 574. 

> Cf. ver. 9 with John xx. 14, f. Also elsewhere are found references 
to John: ii. 9, 12, cf. John v. 8, f.; vi. 37, 39, ef. John vi. 7,10; xi. 9, 
ef. John xii. 13; xiv. 3, 5, 6, cf. John xii. 3,5, 7; xiv. 54, 65, cf. John 
xviii. 18, 22; xv. 8, f., cf. John xviii. 39. Against Baur, who, pp. 244, 
253, 258, 261, 279, regards these and the like passages in Luke (§ 93 4, 
note e) as original and used by John, we appeal to the character of original- 
ity which our fourth Gospel bears, and to that of compilations which marks 
our second and third. Cf. Bleek, Beitr. I. 83, 200. 
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¢ What Schulthess, in the Analekten, Bd. III. St. 3, and Schott, Isagog. 
§ 30, note 2, have stated, Fritzsche, ad Mare. xvi. 9, has found for the most 
part inconclusive. Even his suspicion is excited by ver. 9: dvacrdas dé mpat 
mpotn caB8Barwy, instead of which Mark would have written dyacrds 8¢ 
édayy ; the words ad’ fis éxBeBAnxes érra 8arpdyia, as inappropriate here (2); 
the frequent éxeivos, instead of 6 8¢; ver. 10, ropevOeioa, instead of drreA- 
Oovoa (Mark xi. 4), cf. ver. 12, 15; rots per’ avrov yevopevors, which does 
not elsewhere occur in the Gospels; ver. 13, o¥8€ éxeivots émiorevoay, in 
which there is a confounding of Luke xxiv. 34, f. with ver. 41 (which, how- 
ever, might be the mistake of M. himself) ; the same holds of ver. 14, nat 
eveldioe, x. 7.d., cf. Luke xxiv. 25 - 27, 41-46, John xx. 24-29. Fritzsche 
thinks suspicious, in ver. 17, f., the too great hankering after the miraculous, 
the extension of the gift of miracles to all Christians, the yAdocats Aadew 
xavais, borrowed from Acts, and the not elsewhere attested miracle, nay 6a- 
vaowdy Tt mimo, R.T.A.; ver. 19, the sitting at God's right hand; ver. 20, 
trace of the post-apostolic age in the mavrayou (t). Cf. my Exeg. Hdb. on 
these passages. — The external grounds against the genuineness of the pas- 
sage ( Griesbach, Not. crit., Comment. crit. Fritzsche, Comment. Schott, 
Isag. |. c.) amount to little. 


§ 95 a. 


The connecting links and transitions between sections 
chosen in this way cannot fail to be at times very arbitrary.* 
Mark inserts, also, many minute particulars, which come 
in part from the connection (xi. 27), but are generally his 
own additions.” 

* I. Transitions,’ which have suffered little or no change in themselves, 
but whose meaning is altered by their change of position. 
Mark i. 21. Luke iv. 31. 
Kal elovropevovrac eis Kamepvaoup. Kal xarndéev els Kamepyaovp, mddw 
Kal ev@éws rois oa8Bacw eloedOdy ris TadsAalas: kcal fy dsddonwy av- 


els ry cuvayoyny édidacke. rovus év rots caSBacs. 

Cf. what precedes, i. 16-20. Cf. iv. 16-30. 

Matt. xiii. 54. Mark vi. 1. 
Kal éAddy els rv rarpida avrod. Kal é€ndGev éxeiOev, nal FrGev els riy 
: marpida avrov. 

Cf. xiii. 1-53. Cf. v. 21-43. 

II. Transitions which have arisen oe arbitrarily connecting both Evange- 
ists. 
Matt. ix. 1. Mark ii. 1. Luke v. 17. 


Kal ¢uBds els rd mAoiov .Kal mddw elondGev els Kal eyévero dy mia ray 
Sterépace, cal hAGev els Karepvaotp 8s’ qyepdv, npepdv, x. r. X. 
ri (Biay mdduv. kal nrovabn, ore els oi- 
név €or. 
Mark here follows Luke’s arrangement. 


ad 
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ili. 7 - 12 is compounded of Matt. xii. 15, 16, and Luke vi. 17. But Mark 
here follows Luke} and what he draws from Matthew belongs in the latter 
to a different connection. 

III. Transitions of his own. 

Matt. ix. 9. Mark ii. 33, f. Luke v. 27. 
Kai mapaywv 6 Kat éfm\0e madi mapa tiv Oadacoay: Kat perd raira 
"Inaovs éxeiOev, Kat mas 6 dxXos Fpxero mpds avtdy, kal éfHAGe, K.T. A. 
ke TA. édidacxev avrovs. Kal mapdyov, x.T.X. 

Matt. xii. 22. Mark iii. 20. Luke ix. 14. 
Totally unlike. Kat épyovrat eis olxov. Kal ouvépyerat Totally unlike. 

mdAwy SxAos, Sore pi) SvvacGa avrovs 
pyre aprov dayetv. 
Mark iv. 35. Luke viii. 22. 
Kal déyet avtois év éxeivy tH Nuépa Kal éyévero év mid tay qpepady, kat 
GWias yevoperns: AcéOwpev eis rd avrés éveBn eis mAotov Kat of pabnrat 
qwépay. avrov, kal ele mpds avrovs> AreAbo- 

Mark here has given greater pre- ey els rd mépay rips Aluyns. 
cision to Luke’s account. 

Matt. xvii. 24, xviii. 1. Mark ix. 33. Luke ix. 46. ° 
"EXOdvrav 8 airay eis Kal 4Abev eis Karepva- Nothing similar. 
Karepvaotp,.... Ev ovp. Kat év rq oikia ye- 

e€xelvy TH Spa mpoondOoy vdpevos, k.t. dr. 

of pabnrat ro ‘Inco, 

ke TA. 

» Besides the favorite word zaduy (ii. 1, 13, iii. 1, iv. 1, v. 21, vii. 31 [ef. 
iil. 20, viii. 13, x. 1, 24, 32], xi. 27 [cf. xiv. 61, 69, f., xv. 4, 12, 13] ), he 
adds evOéws (i. 29, vi. 45), an exact (iv. 35, xi. 19) or inexact specification 
of time (ii. 1, vill. 1), or a specification of place (iii. 20, ix. 30, x. 17). 
His misplacement of the scene on the sea-shore is peculiar to him: ii. 13, 
lil. 7, lv. 1 (this according to Matthew), v. 21; he likes the expressions xat 
efnr\Oev exetBer, vi. 1, cat €EnAGev, Vili. 27, xi.1, xat éxetOev e£eXOdvres, ix. 30. 


§ 956. 


His numerous additions or divergences in the discourses 
of persons concerned, and in the narrative, are to be attrib- 


uted to the same arbitrariness.* 

@ In discourses: ii. 27, iv. 39, vi. 36, vii. 18, 13, viii. 3, 15, 17-21, ix. 
9, 39, 43-50, x. 19, 38, xi. 10, 25, f., xiv. 30,58, xvi. 3. In facts and cir- 
cumstances: i. 20, iii. 6, iv. 36, vi. 41, 48, vii. 17, 24, viii. 7, 14, f., ix. 
14, f., 21-26, 30, 33, xi. 16, xiii. 1, f., xiv. 50, ff, 65, 72, xv. 44, f., xvi. 
8. Graphic and lively particularization : i. 13, 19, 41, 45, ii.2,f., iii. 20,34, 
iv. 32, 38, v. 5, vi. 27,31, f., 38, ff., 56, f., vii. 25, 28, 30, viii. 12, ix. 3, 
24, 36, x. 16, f., 21, 23, 32, 50, xi. 4, 27, xi. 37, xvi. 2. Various exact 
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specifications in numbers and the like: i. 21, v. 13, vi. 30, 37, vii. 1, 30, 
viii. 14, xii. 41, xiii. 3, xiv. 5. More exact statements concerning per- 
sons: ii. 14, 17, vii. 26, x. 46, xv. 21, xvi. 1. Pragmatical explanations: 
vi. 52, ix. 6, xi. 13, xv. 39, xvi. 4. Clearer statements: v. 18, 23, x. 1, 
xiv. 58. Remarks to soften and moderate: vi. 8, f., vii. 27. — Much 
is plainly false, as the mingling in of the Herodians and of Herod (iii. 6, 
vill. 15) ; others are liable to suspicion through their uniformity, as that 
Jesus wished to remain unknown (vii. 24 [in connection with the dropping 
of Matt. xv. 24], ix. 30), the pictorial additions of évayxadtodpevos (ix. 36, 
x. 16), and the like. The pragmatical remarks, ix. 6, xi. 13, are absurd ; 
so also dvareiAavros rou nAlov with Alay mpwi, xvi. 2. Cf. § 82e. 


§ 96. 


Even where Mark gives a representation apparently inde- 
pendent of the parallel accounts, iii. 20, f,, 31, ff, vi. 17, ff, 
xl. 11, ff, xii. 28, ff, he probably had them before him and 
made use of them.* He is by no means a mere abbreviator, 
for he does not spare words, and indeed is sometimes diffuse 
(ii. 15, v. 3-5, vi. 55, f., vii. 3, f., 18, 21, f., x. 29,f., xiii, 35). 
His style of writing is peculiar.® He likes to introduce 
Hebrew words (v.41, vii. 11, 34, xiv. 36), which, like other 
things, he explains (vii. 3, ff, xv. 16,42). By setting aside 
what is characteristic in Matthew (v. 17, x.5, xv. 24, xvi. 
17-19, xix. 28),° and in Luke (the choice of the seventy 
disciples, the parables, xv. 11, ff., xvii. 7, ff, xviii. 9, ff, &. 
cf. § 91), Mark has secured a neutral stand-point.* 


> The peculiar turn given to the story of the visit of Jesus’s mother and 
brethren, by stating its moving cause (iii. 21), seems to rest on Matt. xii. 
24, cf. Mark iii. 22. The peculiar treatment of the cursing of the fig-tree, 
xi. 11, ff., has a certain analogy with the accounts of miracles that are pecu- 
liar to this Gospel, cf. my Exeg. Hdb. on this passage and on vi. 13. Baur, 
p- 558, ff. Only in xii. 28, ff. are we unable to trace the hand of a reviser. 

> In this he comes nearer Matthew than Luke. He has forty-five words in 
common with the former, only eighteen with the latter. He is fond of the 
present tense (iv. 37, v. 15, 22, vi. 7, 30, 48, vii. 32, viii. 1, 22, x. 1, 35, 
46, xi. 1, f., 15, 21, f., 27, f., 33, xii. 13, 18, xiii. 1, xiv. 12, 17, 66, xv. 
21, f., xvi. 2,4, 6); the finite verb (iii. 24, f., vi. 17, 29, viii. 11, 36, xi. 
4, xii. 20); questions (iv. 21, v. 35, 39, viii. 12, xi. 17, xii. 24) ; direct 
addresses (iv. 39, v. 8, f., 12, vi. 23, 31, ix. 25, 33, xii. 6, cf. on the con- 
trary v. 30, vi. 49, vii. 25, and other passages) ; repetition of the substan- 
tive (i. 34, ii, 18, iii, 17, 24, f., v.9, 41, vi. 17, x. 46, xiii. 15, xiv. 4, f., 
67) ; introduction of the antithesis (i. 22, 45, ii. 27, ii. 29, v. 26, vii. 19, 
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ix. 37, xi. 23, xii. 32, xiv. 61); multiplying of negations (i. 44, vi. 8, 
vii. 12, ix. 8, &c., also xiv. 15); of the diminutive (v. 23, 41, vi. 28, 
vii. 25, 27, f., vili. 7, xiv. 47) ; pleonasms (vii. 13, xii. 23, xiii. 19, f., xiv. 
68) ; the relative rz (vi. 36, xiv. 36) ; the elliptical ta (v. 23, xiv. 50) ; the 
verb dpyer6a, more almost than Luke; épyeoOa:, and other similar verbs 
in the participle with other verbs, oftener than in the other Evange- 
_ lists (vi. 21, 25, xii. 28, 42, xiv. 12, xvi. 1, &c.) ; more frequent use of Latin 
words : xevrupioy xv. 39, 44, f., Eeorns Vii.4, 8, omexovAarwp vi. 27; the 
favorite word érepwray twenty-five times (in Matthew eight, in Luke eigh- 
teen times). He alone has the words ddados, éxOapBeiv, émiBdddev (in- 
trans.), moAAd (adverb.), ovpBovAtoy woreiy. Cf. Dan. Schulz, in the Ana- 
lekten, B. II. St. 3,4. Schott, Isag.§ 29. Credn. § 49. 

¢ He avoids also prophetic parallels, excepting in the probably ungenuine 
passage xv. 28, and softens down the eschatological passages ix. 1 (Matt. 
xvi. 28), xiii. 4 (Matt. xxiv. 3). Baur, p. 565, explains the omission of 
the Sermon on the Mount by its character as a statement of principles, and 
by the Evangelist’s caution in avoiding the dispute concerning the validity 
of the Mosaic law. 

¢ He has omitted even the anti-Jewish parts of Matthew (viii. 10-12, 
xxi. 43). On the other hand, universalism shows itself in xi. 17 (xaot rois 
€6veor), and xvi. 20 (wayrayov). For his omission of the preliminary his- 
tory we may, with Baur, p. 564, give the edison, that Mark meant to set 
forth neither the natural nor the:sppernatural origin of Jesus. Schwegler 
gives this omission a Docetie meaning. 


CHAPTER II. 


OF THE FIRST THREE GOSPELS SEPARATELY. 





I. Author, Original Language, and Date of the First Gospel. 
§ 97a. | 


Tae author of our first Gospel has given neither his name 
nor any other indication of himself; but antiquity describes 
him as the Apostle Matthew, who is one and the same with 
Levi, son of Alpheus (Matt. ix. 9, Mark ii. 14, Luke v. 27)! 
According to an old and often repeated authority, Matthew 
wrote a work of this sort in Hebrew (i. e. in the current lan- 
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guage of Palestine) for the Hebrew Christians.® Several 
writers, who acknowledge the Greek origin of the Gospel, 
follow the lead of Erasmus in questioning this Church tradi- 
tion,° while others have built on it untenable theories con- 
cerning the connection of our Greek Gospel of Matthew 
with that original (§§ 84, 97 5). 


* They were regarded as different persons by Heracleon, in Clem. Al. IV. 
502. Sylb.: ob yap rdyres of cw{duevos apordynaay n}y 8:4 hovas duodoyiay, 
nal é&n\Oov> é£& Sv MarOaios, Pidkimmos, Oadpas, Aevis x. dAXAot woddol. — 
Origen, Cont. Cels. I. 62. Grot. ad Matth. ix. 9. Michael. Win]. II. 934. 
According to Theod. Has. Disquis. de Levi, ete. in Bibl. Brem. Class. V. p.475, 
Biel, Ib. Cl. VI. p. 1038. Heumann, Nov. syll. diss, I. 1,0n Matth. ix.9. J. 
F. Frisch, De Levi cum Matthaeo non confundendo (1764), Levi is one and the 
same as Lebbaeus. Following Marsh, 11.60, several writers (Fritzsche, Win.) 
supposed Levi to be the earlier name of the Apostle. According to Sieffert, 
Ueb. d. Urspr. d. ersten kan. Evang. p. 58, the Evangelist may have con- 
founded the similar history of the conversion of Levi with that of Matthew. 
— Obscurity of the later history of Matthew: Fused. H. E. III. 24 (see 
next note). Hieron. De vir. illustr. c. III., has.no account of him. Aoc- 
cording to Heracleon (see above) he died a natural death, according to 
Socrates, H. E. I. 19, in Ethiopia, on the other hand, according to Isidor. 
Hisp. de vita et morte sanct. c. 67; in Macedonia ; according to Niceph. H. 
E. II. 41, a martyr. 

» Papias, in Euseb. H. E. ITI. 39: Mardaios pev odv éBpaids Biadexrp ra 
Adyia ouverdgaro* Hpphnvevoe 8° adra ws Rv Suvards éeaoros. (Ingenious but 
not probable view of the passage by Schieiermacher, in Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 
1832. IV. 735, ff, that Matthew wrote in Hebrew a collection of Christ’s 
discourses, which others illustrated by supplying the circumstances of time 
and place. But ra Adysa comprehends, undeniably, in Papias’s meaning, 
also historic matter, and jpunvevoe refers to the language. Cf. Liicke, in 
Stud. u. Kr. 1833. p. 501, f. Frommann, ib. 1840. p. 912, ff. Kern, Ueb. d- 
Urspr. d. ersten Evang. p.8. Thiersch, Standp. d. Krit. p. 186, ff. On 
the other hand, Schleiermacher’s view is followed by Credn. Einl. p. 91, 
203. Weisse, Evang. Gesch. I. 20, ff, and others.) ren. Adv. haer. III.’ 
1.b. ZHuseb. H. E. V.8: ‘O pev 8) M. ey rois ‘EBpalos r7 idia atray dta- 
héxr@ nal ypadhiy dfqveyxey evayyeAlov. Origen. in Eused. VI. 25: “On 
mpOroy pey yeypanras Td Kara Tov more TeA@wyy, Varepoy S¢ amdaroXoy "I. X., 
MarGaiov, éxdedmxdra abro rois ard ‘lovdaiopod morevoact, ypaypacwy éBpai- 
xois cuvreraypévoy. Euseb. III. 24: MarOaios mpdrepov ‘EBpaios xnpvgas, 
cs fuedXe cal €f’ érépous lévas, rarpig yAorry mapasols rd Kar’ abriy evay- 
yéAsov, 7d Acirov TH avrod mapovaig, rovtos ad’ Sv éaréAXero, 8:4 ris ypadpis 
dwenAnpov. Hieron. Comment. in Matth. praef.: Matthaeus in Judaea 
Evangelium Hebraeo sermone edidit ob eorum vel maxime causam, qui in 
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Jesum crediderant ex Judaeis. De vir. ill. c. 3: M..... primus in Judaea 
propter eos, qui ex circumcisione crediderant, Evangelium Christi Hebraicis 
literis verbisque composuit: quod quis postea in Graecum transtulerit, non 
satis certum est. 

¢ Erasm. ad Matth. viii. Matth. Flac. (N. T. ex vers. D. Erasm. c. 
gloss. comp. Bas. 1570. p. 1, in Credn. p. 80), Calvin. Bez. Calov., and 
many others. Schrédter, De ling. Matth. auth. Viteb. 1699. Weéstein, 
N. T. I. 224. Masch, Von d. Grundsprache d. Matth. 1755. The dog- 
matic interest of the older Protestants in this assertion opposed to that of the 
Catholics (Baron., R. Simon, and others). Hug (Einl. II. 16, ff.) doubts the 
credibility of Papias, from the judgment of Euseb. (III. 39) upon him in te- 
gard to his Chiliasm: opd8pa opixpds oy rov voov. He is supposed to have 
derived his account from the Ebionites, whose Gospel he used, though this 
does not clearly appear from Eusebius’s words: éxréOetrat 8€ xat GAAny toro- 
piav mepi yuvatkos éml moAXais dpaprias 8aBAnOetons emi rod Kuptov, hv rd Kab” 
‘EBpaious evayyéAsov meprexet (§ 64 a, notea). It is asserted that all the sub- 
sequent testimonies rest on that of Papias. That of Pantenus, however, is 
independent (see above, § 73 a, noted). According to Bleek, Beitr. 1. 62, the 
Hebrew Gospel with which Papias was acquainted was not an original apos- 
tolic work, but a recast, in Aramaic, prepared for the use of the Hebrew 
Christians, of a Greek writing, viz. our first canonical Gospel, which quite 
early acquired canonical acceptance in the Church. Probably the Aramaic 
editor of the work had already given it the form which it subsequently had 
(see Epiphan. HI. 13, and Hieron. Cont. Pelag. III. 2, above, § 64), and’ it 
thereupon claimed to be an apostolic writing, and by Matthew; and here 
first arose this opinion in the Church in regard to the Greek original like- 
wise. In opposition to this view, H. A. W. Meyer, Comm. tb. d. Evang. 
Matth. Ein]. § 2, lays great stress on the Church tradition. 


§ 97. 


The agreement of our canonical Matthew with the other 
Synoptists, in quoting Old Testament passages from the 
Septuagint version, is opposed to the theory of its being a 
translation of that Hebrew original,’ and favors that of 
its being originally written in Greek. The theory that 
Matthew wrote the Gospel twice, in the Hebrew and in the 
Greek, is a pure invention. 


« <* The Old Testament citations in Matthew are of two kinds: in part 
those in which the Evangelist gives pragmatical proofs of the fulfilment of 
Old Testament predictions, as, i. 23, ii. 6, 15, 18, iv. 15, ff., viii. 17, xii. 
18-21, xiii. 35, xxi. 5 (xxvii. 9); in part such as in the course of the nar- 
rative appropriately occur or are used in the discourse of the speaker, as, 
iii. 3, iv. 4, 6, 7, 10, v. 5, 21, 27, (31, 33,) 38, 43, ix. 13, xi. 10, xii. 7, 
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xiii, 14, f., xv. 4, 8, f., xix. 4, f., 18, f, xxi. 13, 16, 42, xxii. (24,) 32, 37, 
39, 44, xxiii. 39, xxiv. 15, xxvi. 31. There is, however, this difference, 
that the latter class of passages are adduced according to the Septuagint ver- 
sion, sometimes literally, and even in cases where this version differs from 
the Hebrew text (as iii. 3, xiii. 14, f., &c.), sometimes more freely, but not 
so as to countenance the supposition that the variation is caused by a 
reference to the Hebrew text (except perhaps xi. 10, xxvi. 31); the pas- 
sages of the former class, on the other hand, are given according to his 
own translation of the Hebrew text, and differ in part, not only from the 
words, but also from the meaning of the Septuagint, so that its expressions 
are rarely visible. This relation is such as, leaving out of view a compari- 
son with the other Synoptists, cannot in our opinion be naturally explained 
by the twofold theory that the Gospel is an entirely independent work, 
and that this work, originally written in Aramaic, lies before us in a trans- 
lation. For, as regards the passages of the second class, those contained 
in the discourses of Christ and others, of which by far the largest part were 
certainly delivered in Aramaic, it is altogether unlikely that, if these narra- 
tives were originally conceived in Aramaic, the passages would be given in 
a form corresponding to the Septuagint text, and at variance with the He- 
brew. This form must have been the work of a Greek translator, who 
handled his subject freely, and was accustomed to the Septuagint. Its ori- 
gin would, even then, be with difficulty apprehended ; yet more difficult is 
it to apprehend how the translator refrained from using the same freedom 
with passages of the first class. From this’ we deduce the following 
conclusions regarding the origin of our first Gospel: — 1. That its author, to 
whom these pragmatical illustrations belong, was a learned believing Jew, 
probably a Palestinian, who was better acquainted with the Old Testament 
in the original than in the Septuagint version; 2. That he wrote the Gos- 
pel in Greek; and, 3. That he made use of one or more earlier evangelic 
writings, which, being likewise written in Greek, contained those accounts of 
events and discourses that comprehend the citations of the second class.’? — 
Bleek, Beitr. I. 57, f. It is to be noted, in passing, that the citations of 
the second class belong to the substance of the Gospel, those of the first 
class to only the pragmatical accessory work peculiar to the first Evangelist. 
Baur, p. 578, to be sure, concludes from the citations of the first class that 
another Hebrew Gospel was the basis of our canonical Gospel. (!) 

The following writers also hold that the Gospel was originally written in 
Greek (see § 97a, note c): Hug, Fritzsche, Theile in Win. u. Engelh. 
Journ. II. Schott, Isag. § 22. Credn. Einl.§ 46. Neudecker, Ein]. § 24. 
Reuss, Gesch. d. N.T. § 97. Baumgart. Crus. Comm. p. 23. Hariess, 
Lucubratt. Thiersch, and others. 

» So, recently, following Bolten, Eichhorn, and others, Ebrard, Krit. d. 
evang. Gesch. p. 946, ff, who conjectures, moreover, that this translation 
was made in the lifetime of the Apostle, and perhaps under his own super- 
vision ; he also supposes that the language of Papias or John the preabyter 
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implies that it was already well known and in general use. To make this 
out, he (as also Thiersch, Standp. d. Krit. p. 193) perverts the meaning of 
the words, takes ovverdéaro as used in the sense of the plyperfect, and refers 
the #punvevce, x. rT. A. to the interval between the publication of the Hebrew 
original and the Greek translation. Cf. Bleek, Beitr. 1. 59. 

¢ Bengel, Gnom. N. T. p.3. Schott, Isag. p.69. Guerike, Beitr. p. 36, 
ef. Ein]. 237. Olshausen, Comm. I. 12. Thiersch, as above. — According 
to Orelli, Select. patr. eccles. capp. p. 10, two of Matthew’s disciples 
wrote, the one in Aramaic, the other in Greek. 


§ 97 c. 


The opinion that Matthew wrote first of all the Evange- 
lists prevailed in the ancient Church;* and, in fact, he is the 
oldest of the Evangelists known to us (for the greater 
age of the Gospel of the Hebrews is more than doubtful, 
§ 65 5), save that he probably based his Gospel on an older, 
though also Greek Gospel (§ 93c, note g'). In regard to the 
date of the composition of his Gospel, we have but one 
precise testimony, which brings it down to a tolerably late 
period. Indeed; the Evangelist’s stand-point is one pretty 
remote from the history he narrates (xxvii. 8, xxviii. 15). It 
must, however, have been written before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, for he hopes for the return of Christ shortly after 
that event (xxiv. 29).° Cf. § 101 c. 


® Euseb. VI. 14, of Clemens Alez.: Upoyeypapba edeyev rav edayyediov 
rad meptéxovra ras yeveadoyias. And VI. 25, of Origen (cf. note b): .... 
Sevrepoy 3é rd xara Mdpxov. Euseb. Ill. 24 (note 5): .... #8n 8€ Madpxov 
cat Aovka tay kar’ avrovs evayyediov riy Exdoow meromnpéevov, Iwdvyny pact 
Tov mavra xpdvov dypadw Kexpnpevoy Knpvypari, rédos Kal emt ray ypaday 
€\Ociv, x. tr. A. How much here may depend on tradition and on the es- 
tablished arrangement of the canon? Arrangement of the Gospels in the 
MSS. | 

> Jren. III. 1 (§ 97 a, note 5): .... rod Weérpov xai rod UatXov ev ‘Paopn 
evayyeAtCopévay kal Oepedcouvray tiv éxkAnoiay. The opinions of the later 
writers (Nicephorus, Cosmas Indicopl., Theophyl., Euthym. Zigab.) adduced 
by Eichhorn, I. 505, Bertholdt, 111. 1265, cannot be taken into account. 

© Quite contrary to exegetical probability, Oredner (Einl. p. 207) says 
that the prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem in all three Evangelists pre- 
supposes that event. In the passage xxiii. 35, cf. Luke xi. 50, f., Hug, II. 
10, Exchhorn, I. 510, Bertholdt, II. 1269, Credner, as above, discover a refer- 
ence to the murder of Zacharias, Baruch’s son, in Josephus, B. J. IV. 6. 4, 
and consequently a trace of the date; but even granting that the participle 
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éxxvvdpevoy seems to sustain this, yet the aorist éhovevoare is opposed to it, 
and the correct conclusion remains, that the Zacharias of 2 Chron. xxiv. 19 
— 24 is meant, and the name Jehoiada exchanged for Barachias. (The read- 
ing of the Evang. sec. Hebr. {in Hieron. Quaest. in Matth. adh. 1.], Jojada 
for Berechja, is probably an emendation.) The passage in xxvii. 15, also, 
does not prove that the Jewish state had already come to an end. Accord- 
ing to Baur, Krit. Unterss. p. 605, ff., note, the Gospel of Matthew must 
have been written during the Jewish insurrection, because B3eAvypa r. épn- 
pooews, Matt. xxiv. 15, cannot be anything but the statue of Jupiter erected 
by Hadrian. (!) 


Doubts regarding its Apostolic Genuineness. 


§ 98 a. 


The doubts urged by several critics against the apostolic 
origin of our first Gospel® are in many respects of uncertain 
weight, because based on more or less disputed assump- 
tions ; as, for instance, on the genuineness and credibility 
of the fourth Gospel, which have since been called in ques- 
tion, on the supposed superior credibility of the third, and 
on subjective notions as to what an eyewitness ane Apostle 
would be likely to narrate. 


* After the hints of Schleiermacher (Ueb. d. Schr. d. Lucas), Litcke (Com- 
ment. liber d. Ev. Joh.), and Usters (Comment. crit., in qua Ev. Joh. genu- 
inum esse ex comparatis IV Evangg. narrationibus de coena ultima et pas- 
sione J. C. ostenditur. 1823), this was done distinctly by Dav. Schulz, Beil. 
z. Lehre v. heil. Abendm. (1824), p. 300, ff., Fr. Fischer, Ein). ind. Dogm. 
(1828), p. 116, Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 24, Schletermacher, Einl. p. 248 ; 
most comprehensively by Sieffert, Ueb. d. Urspr. d. ersten kanon. Ev., 
Schneckenb. Ueb. d. Urspr. d. ersten Ev. p. 6, ff. Kern, Ueb.d. Urspr. d. © 
Ev. Matth. (Tub. Ztschr. 1834). Klener, Rec. de authent. evang. Matth. 
quaestiones (1832). Schott’s posthumous work, Ueb.d. Authent. des kan. 
Ev. Matth. (1837). Cf. also Roediger, Symbolae quaedam ad N. T. evangg. 
potissimum pertinentes. 1827, Orelli, Sel. capp. II. 1821, p. 10. Schul- 
thess, in Rosenmiiller’s Repert. II. 172. Credn. Ein]. p. 95. Neudecker, 
p. 209, ff. Reuss, Gesch. } 96, f. (Eichhorn, according to his theory of an 
original Gospel, regarded our Gospel as a later edition.) In favor of the 
genuineness, see Theile, in Winer’s Neu. krit. Journ. II. 181, ff., 346, ff. 
Heydenreich, ib. ITI. 129, ff., 385, ff. Guerike, Beitr. p. 27, ff. Einl. § 38. 
5. Fritzsche, Prolegg. ad Matth. Schott, Isag.§ 23. Ebrard, Krit. p. 
961. Meyer, Einl.z.Matth. § 3. Olshaus. Apostolica ev. Matth. origo def. 
3 Progrr. Erl. 1835-37. Rérdam, De fide patrum .... in iis, quae de 
orig. evangg. .... tradid. Hafn. 1888. Cf. Rudelbach, in his Ztschr. 
1840. IV. 
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§ 98 b. 


The following grounds of doubt may be regarded as 
tolerably independent of all assumptions, and certain. 
They obtain pretty general assent. 1. The Gospel itself 
gives no occasion, especially in the account in ix. 9, ff, for 
referring its composition to the Apostle Matthew. 2. An 
eyewitness and Apostle would not have passed over in si- 
lence Jesus’s ministry in Judea, which, in itself probable, is 
recorded in John, and presupposed by Matthew (§ 1108, 
note f). 3. The chronologic arrangement seems arbitrary 
(in xiv. 13 it is plainly absurd), and to have in part grown 
out of an original arrangement according to subjects (xii. 9, 
cf. Luke vi.6). The crucifixion of Jesus is erroneously placed 
on the first Passover-day (§110 5, note f). 4. Well-founded 
doubts may be urged against the historical character of whole 
narratives and of particular facts* 5. The narrative every- 
where, and especially ix. 9, ff., and in the account of the cru- 
cifixion, lacks vividness. 6. Jesus’s discourses are in part out 
of their true historic connection, in part incorrectly given.° 


* The appointment and bribery of the watch is an improbable legend ; see 
the commentators on xxvii. 62, ff., xxviii. 11, ff. The resurrection of sev- 
eral dead persons is apocryphal, xxvii. 52, f. The account of the baptism 
in iii. 13 ff. is mythical, when compared with John i, 32, f. The tempta- 
tion, iv. 1, ff., is a symbolic representation, but given as historical. , The 
miracle, xvii. 24, ff., tries one’s faith in miracles too severely. T'wo nartra- 
tives have been doubled by an oversight of the author in the use of his ma- 
terials (§ 93 c, note g). Ch. xxvii. 3-10 has been affected by regard to 
prophecy ; so also, perhaps, xxi. 7, 39, ff. 

b The discourses in x. 19, ff., go beyond the historical horizon of that 
time. (Perhaps they belong to an eschatologic source, which presupposes a 
stand-point different from that of ch. xxiv.) Here, as in chh. v. - vii. (where 
the assumption that Jesus is the Messiah appears too early), xiii., xviii., 
xxiii., xxiv.,xxv., the Evangelist has followed an arrangement according to 
subjects rather than to chronology. 

¢ xii., 39, f., xiii. 11, ff., xxviii. 19, f. (see the remarks in my Exeget. 
Hdb.). This is especially applicable to the eschatological discourses, x. 23, 
xvi. 27, f., xxiv., which cannot be harmonized with other expressions of 
Jesus, especially in John (Bibl. Dogm. §§ 216 - 218). 
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IJ. Mark, Author of the Second Gospel. 
§ 99a. 


By Mark, to whom Church tradition ascribes our second 
Gospel, is unquestionably meant John (Acts xiii. 5,13), or 
John Mark (Acts xii. 12, 25, xv. 37), or Mark (Acts xv. 39, 
Col. iv. 10, Philem. 24, 2 Tim. iv. 11, 1 Pet. v. 13%), son of 
Mary (Acts xii. 12), cousin of Barnabas (Col. iv. 10), who 
accompanied him and Paul on their journeys (Acts xi. 20, 
xiii, 5, xv. 36— — 89), aided the latter during his imprisonment 
in Rome (Col. iv. 10, Philem. 24, cf. 2 Tim. iv. 11), and ap- 
pears also as Peter’s assistant (1 Pet. v. 13 2), whose inter- 
preter he was, according to the statements of Church writers. 
Little is known of his later history.* 


* Euseb. H. E. Il. 16: .... Mdpxov mparov daoly émi rijs Alyurrov oret- 
Adpevoy, Td evayydAtov, 8 8) Kal cuveypavvaro, knpifat, éxxrAnalas re mparov 
én’ airns ’Adefavipelas cvarncacda. Hieron. De vir. ill.c.8: Mortuus est . 
octavo Neronis anno et sepultus Alexandriae, succedente sibi Aniano. Other 
accounts in Niceph. H. E. II. 44, Simeon Metaphrast. In martyr. S. Marci, 
Baron. Anna]. ad ann. 64. n. 1, have little weight. 


§ 995. 


All the Church writers, Papias here also at the head, 
agree in stating that he wrote his Gospel at the dictation of 
the Apostle Peter. They differ, however, in details. 


* Papias in Euseb. H. E. IIT. 39: Kal rové’ 6 mpecBurepos (Johannes) 
dXeye - Mapxos peév épunveuris Terpou yevduevos, doa éumpdvevoev, axpBas 
éypavev ov pév roe rd€es ra td tov Xpiorou fh AexOévra f mpaxOevra: obre 
yap frovee rov xvuplov, obre mapnxodovénoey ard, vorepoy b€, as épny, Lid- 
rpo, bs mpds rds xpelas éroteiro rds di8acKcadlas, dAX’ oby Somep cuvragiw 
Tov Kuptaxay mosovpevos Aoylwv. “Gore ovdey jpapre Mdpxos ovrws éua ypd- 
Was ds amrepynpdvevcer. ‘Evds yap éromjoaro mpdvoiay, rou pnddy dy frovce 
mapadureiy, i Wevoarbal ri dy avrois. (Fritzsche, Prolegg. ad Mare. p. xxvi., 
explains wrongly the words ¢pyyveuris Llérpou yerduevos, and Thiersch with 
him, Standp. d. Kr. 181: ‘‘ making himself the interpreter of Peter [by 
accurately writing down, etc.].’’) Tertull, Adv. Mare. IV. 5: Marcus 
quod edidit Evangelium, Petri adfirmatur, cujus interpres Marcus. Ori- 
genes in Euseb. H. E. VI.25: .... Sevrepow 8¢ rd xard Mdprov, os I- 
rpos Uprynoaro alte, romncavra. ren. III. 1 (in Huse. H. E. V.8): Mera 
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rny tovray (Ilérpov xat IavAov) ¢£o8ov Mdpxos 6 pabyrns cat éppnvevrns Le- 
Tpov cai avrésTa tnd Lerpov enpvoodpeva eyypades nuiv mapadéboxe. Hieron. 
Ep. 150 ad Hedib. c. 11: .... beatus Petrus Marcum (interpretem habuit), 
cujus Evangelium, Petro narrante et illo scribente, compositum est. — Ire- 
nus is contradicted by Clement of Alexandria (Kuseb. VI. 14), for he places 
the writing of the Gospel in the Apostle’s lifetime: Tod Ieérpov 8npocia ev 
“Popy knpvgavros tov Adyov, cal mvevpatt To evayyéAuoy eLeindyros, Tovs ma- 
povras woNAovs Svras mapaxadécat tov Mdpkov, ws &v axoAovOnoavra aito 
méppobey, kai pepynpevoy Tav AexOevrwv, avaypayrat ra eipnpeva. Lloioavra 
dé rd evayyéAtov, peradovvat rois Seopévois avrov. “Omep émtyvérra rov Ie- 
Tpov mporpentixas [mpopavas conject. Vales.] pyre kodAvoat pyre mporpeyra- 
oOa. And indeed Fused. II. 15 assigns this to the time of Claudius, con- 
tradicting the statement of Clement, although appealing to him (according 
to Oredner, p. 113, Thiersch, p. 212, f., through mistake [*]) in respect of 
the share which Peter had in the composing of the Gospel: Tvdvra 8 apa- 
x9€v hace roy amdoroAov, droxadvavros avT@ Tov mvevpatos, noOnva TH TOY 
avdpav mpobupia, kup@aai re rHyv ypadny eis EvrevEty rats exedrn- 
oiats. —On this tradition probably rests the statement in the Peshito, that 
Mark wrote in the Roman language, which Baronius, Annal. ad ann. Chr. 
45. Nr. 41, has repeated. A spurious Latin autograph in Venice and 
Prague, a part of the Cod. Forojuliensis. Dobrowsky, Fragm. Prag. Evang. 
S. Marci, vulgo autographi. Prag. 1778. 4to. Michaélis, Or. Bibl. XIII. 
108. — Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 8, repeats the second statement of Clement, 
and adds: Assumpto itaque Evangelio quod ipse confecerat, perrexit Aegy- 
ptum, et primus Alexandriae Christum annuntians, constituit ecclesiam ...., 
for he combines with it the above account of Huseb. II. 16. In a similar 
strain, Epiphan. Haeres. LI. p. 428: Ev@ds 3€ pera rov MarOaiov, dxddovbos 
yevopevos 6 Mdpxos TG dyio Llérpw év “Papn eémerpémrat rd evayyédov éxbe- 
cOa, kai ypdyyas amoorédAerat Vr Tov dyiov Leérpov eis thy roy Aiyurriav 
xepav. From this combination probably arose the account in Chrysost. Homil. 
I. in Matth.: (€ypaye) .... Mdpxos .... év Aiytrre, rév pabytay mapaxade- 
gdyrwy avrdv, upon which, however, Chr. himself seems to place little reli- 
ance, Ib. p. 8: va pev ody Exacros StarpiBwv eypayev, ov adddpa jyiv det 
icyupicacba.— Wahi (Magaz. f. alte bes. morgenl. u. bibl. Litt. III. Lief.) 
supposes that Mark wrote in the Coptic language. 


§ 100 a. 


Papias’s statement, which alone has weight, has been 
variously understood. Most writers, and of late those who 
regard Mark’s Gospel as the first, follow the ancient author- 
ities, and refer it directly to this in its present form ;* others, 
on the other hand, have discovered that Papias’s language 
does not apply to our present Gospel of Mark,> and have 
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supposed that he refers to a Gospel no longer extant,° which 
however, according to Credner, must have been the basis of 
our second canonical Gospel. The negative conclusion is 
the most certain, that, in view of the structure of our so- 
called Gospel of Mark, it being dependent on Matthew and 
Luke, Papias’s statement has neither application nor mean- 
ing in regard to it. 

® Weisse, Evang. Gesch. I. 41, ff. Reuss (§ 88,3). From a quite dif- 
ferent stand-point, Schott, § 27, note 3, finds in our Mark traces of Peter's 
influence, especially in the frequent mention of this Apostle, i. 36, xi. 21, 
xiii. 3, xvi. 7. According to Bertholdt, III. 1280, Peter left Mark his copy 
of the Aramaic original Gospel, to be re-edited in Greek. 

b Especially od pev ros ragec, for Mark is not inferior to the others in ar- 
rangement. — Thiersch, as before cited, p. 182, supposes that what was at 
first written down without any order, Mark subsequently arranged after Luke, 
and thinks he finds this even in Papias’s account, by acutely referring the 
last words of the Presbyter, dore oddéy juapre, x. rT. d., to the finished work 
of Mark; so that the want of arrangement is not mentioned, but the fact that 
Mark wrote only ‘‘ some things,’’ i. e. a Gospel which, compared with his 
predecessors, was incomplete. 

° Schleiermacher, in Stud. u. Krit. 1832. 758, ff. Oredner, Hinleit. p. 
122, f. Baur, Krit. Unterss. p. 536. 


§ 1002. 


As regards the date of its composition, Ireneus (§ 99 b, 
note a) places it after the death of Peter and Paul;* Clem- 
ent of Alexandria, on the other hand (ib.), during the lifetime 
of the latter, although he considers the first and third Gos- 
pels earlier in date,” which agrees with the character of this 
Gospel. From its numerous Latinisms, and the passage 
x. 12, Rome seems to have been the place where it was 
written.° 

® pera Thy €fodov does not mean after the departure (contrary to Ebrard, 
Krit. p. 967). 

b In Euseb. VI. 14: mpoyeypapOa reyev ray evayyeXiov ra mepiexovra 
ras yeveadoytds. 

© x, 12, Mark presupposes the Roman divorce. Cf. Schwegler,in Zeller’s 
Jbb. 1843. p. 233. According to the author of ‘‘ Die Evangelien,”’ etc., p. 
367, there is also in xv. 21, ef. Rom. xvi. 3, a proof of its being composed 
at Rome. 
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Ill. Luke, Author of the Third Gospel. 


§ 101. 


Luke, the accredited author of the third Gospel and of 
the Acts of the Apostles, is the assistant and friend of the 
Apostle Paul mentioned in 2 Tim. iv. 11, Col. iv. 14, Philem. 
24; but not the same person as Lucius of Cyrene, Acts xiil. 
1, and Lucius, Rom. xvi. 21, because Luke is equivalent to 
Lucan or Lucilius.*— Whether the Church authors are cor- 
rect in calling him an inhabitant of Antioch must remain 
undecided ;” that he was born a heathen we may conclude 
from comparing Col. iv. 14 with ver. 11, and from his Greek 
style of writing.°— From Acts xvi. 10-17, xx. 5-10, xxi. 
1-17, xxvii. 1-xxvili. 16, it is usually thought (see, how- 
ever, § 114) that the author of the Gospel and of the Acts 
accompanied Paul on his journeys and to Rome. Col. iv. 
14 accords with this view.. The New Testament is silent 
and tradition fluctuating in regard to the closing events of 
his life.4 

* Origen. ad Rom. XVI.21: Lucium quidam ipsum perhibent esse Lu- 
cam, qui Evangelium scripsit, pro eo quod soleant nomina interdum secun- 
dum patriam declinationem, interdum etiam secundum Graecam Romanam- 
que proferri. Cf. on the other side Grotius, Ad Luc. Evang. 

b Kuseb. H. E. TI. 4. Mieron. Praef. in Matth., De vir. ill. c. 7. Does 
this account rest on Acts xiii. 1? 

¢ He was a disciple of Paul, according to Jerome, Praef. in Matth. ; one 
of the seventy disciples, according to Origen, Dial. de rect. fid. I. 806. 
Epiphan. Haeres. LI. p. 433; the companion of Cleopas mentioned Luke 
xxiv. 13, according to Theophylact in loc. His calling, according to Col. iv. 
14. Traces of his medical knowledge, Luke iv. 38, Acts xiii. 11, according 
to Michaelis, Ein]. II. 1078 (1). According to Nicephorus, H. E. Il. 43, 
he was at the same time a painter. 

4 Pritius, Introd. in N. T. ed. Hofmann, p. 180. 


§ 101 b. 


He also is said to have written under the direction of an 
Apostle, namely, Paul.* But in his preface (i. 2, f.) the 
author himself gives no hint of such a relation, but refers 
rather to the tradition of the eyewitnesses of and participa- 
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tors in the history which he narrates, and to its documents 
written by others. His dependence on evangelic tradition 
and on Matthew (§ 93), as well as the character of the narra- 
tives in the Acts (§ 114), supports this view rather than that 
of the Church. Thus much, however, is correct, that the 
author was of Paul’s school (cf. §§ 91, f., 93 c). 


® Tren. III. 1 (cf. Euseb. H. E. V.8): Kal Aovxds 8€ 6 dxddovbos TatAou 
7d tm’ dxeivou enpvoodpevoy ebayyeAtoy év BiBrip xarébero. Tertull. Adv. 
Marc. IV.5: Lucae digestum Paulo adscribere solent. Origen, in Euseb. 
H. E. VI. 25, goes yet further: Kal rplrov rd xara Aovxay, rd ind HavdAov 
erawvoupevoy evayyedsoy (Rom. ii. 16). So also Euseb. III. 4: baci 38’ as 
dpa rou xar’ abréy evayyeAiov pynpovevew 6 Ilatdos elwbev, drnvixa, domep 
i8iov riwds evayyediov ypdpov ereye “Kara 1rd evayyédidy pov’? (2 
Tim. ii. 8). And Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 7: Quidam suspicantur, quoties- 
cunque in epistolis suis Paulus dicit, juzta Evangelium meum, de Lucae 
significare volumine, et Lucam non solum ab Apostolo Paulo didicisse Evan- 
gelium, qui cum Domino in carne non fuerat, sed et a caeteris Apostolis. 


§101c. 


An ancient statement exists regarding the place of the 
composition of this Gospel,* but has no weight. Tradition 
is silent in regard to its date.” On internal grounds, it ap- 
pears to have been earlier than the second Gospel, although 
tolerably late, for it presupposes many evangelic works al- 
ready in existence (i. 1, f.), a somewhat confused Gospel 
tradition, persecution of the Christians as already begun 
(xxi. 12, cf. Matt. xxiv. 8; Luke xii. 32, xviii. 1, ff), the de- 
struction of Jerusalem (xxi. 20-24, cf. Matt. xxiv. 15, ff), 
and the hope of the coming of Christ disconnected from the 
last event (xxi. 25, cf. Matt. xxiv. 29).° 


a FHieronym. Praef. in Matth.: Lucas... .in Achajae Boeotiaeque par- 
tibus volumen condidit. The Syriac version bears the title: Evangelium 
Lucae Evangelistae, quod protulit et evangelizavit Graece in Alexandria 
magna, cf. Grade, Spicil. patr. J. 32, sq. 

> Tren. III. 1, by speaking of Mark before he mentions Luke, seems to 
indicate Luke as the later. On the contrary, Clem. Al. § 101 J, note 3, 

¢ Cf, Kaiser, Bibl. Theol. I. 247. Credn. p, 159. Bleek, Beitr. I. 53. 
Against this, Neudeck. p. 273. The majority place the date with that of 
the Acts, about the time of Paul’s imprisonment. Cf. § 116. 

24 


186 GOSPELS. 


§ 102. 


The author of the third Gospel wrote his evangelic nar- 
rative for one Theophilus (Luke i. 3, Acts i. 1), who was a 
Christian or a friend of Christianity, perhaps a man of dis- 
tinction,* and probably a Roman or an Italian.® 


* The adjective xpdricros seems, according to Acts xxiii. 26, xxiv. 3, 
xxvi. 25, to indicate this. 

> This supposition rests on the acquaintance with the geography of Italy 
assumed in Acts xxviii. 12, 13, 15. Cf. Luke i. 26, iv. 31, xxiv. 13, Acts 
i. 12, xvi. 12, xxvii. 8, 12,16. Hug, Einl. Il. § 35. ichhorn, I. 593. 
With this agrees the account of Eudychius, Orig. eccles. ed. Selden. (Lond. 
1642), p. 36. — Opinion of Heumann, De Theophilo. Bib]. Brem. Cl. IV. 
fasc. III. p. 483. See other opinions in Winer, Bibl. Real-WB., in the 
Art. Theophilus. According to the author of ‘* Die Evangelien,’’ etc., 
p. 249, Theophilus is a feigned name for any Pauline Christian. 


CHAPTER IV. 


THE GOSPEL OF JOHN. 


Comparison of the Same with the First Three Gospels. 


1. Jn respect of its Style of Narrative and Writing. 
§ 103. 


Some of the narratives in this Gospel are parallel with 
the synoptical accounts, or closely resemble the. synoptical 
style of narration.* Parallel expressions also occur.» In 
other respects the Evangelist seems to presuppose in his 
readers acquaintance with the evangelic tradition (i. 32, f., 45, 
ii. 1, iti. 24, xi. 2). 

* ii. 13-22, cf. Matt. xxi. 12, f.; iv. 46-53, cf. Matt. viii. 5-13; v. 
1-9; vi. 1-15, cf. Matt. xiv. 13-21; vi. 16-21, cf. Matt. xiv. 22-36; 
vii. 53— viii. 11 (to be sure, questioned by critics as ungenuine) ; xii. 1-8, 
ef. Matt. xxvi.6-13; xii.9-19, cf. Matt. xxi. 1-11; xiii. 36 — 38, ef. 
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Matt. xxvi. 33-35. The healing of the blind man, ix. 6, similar to Mark 
viii. 23. 

» In part in literal agreement: xii. 25, cf. Matt. x. 39; xiii. 20, cf. Matt. 
x. 40; iv. 44, cf. Matt. xiii. 57; xiii. 16, cf. Matt. x. 24. 


§ 104. 


As, on the one hand, much important matter belonging to 
the very substance of the evangelic history (e. g. the establish- 
ment of the Lord’s Supper) has been omitted, and, on the 
other, much narrated which is not found in the Synoptics ; 
as, too, in the narratives or series of narratives which give 
the same events discrepances occur, and once, iii. 24, an er- 
roneous statement seems to be expressly corrected ; — it has 
been supposed that our Evangelist meant to fill out and 
correct the other three Gospels.* 

But granting it to be not incredible that the Evangelist was 
acquainted with earlier Gospels, and perhaps even with our 
Matthew,” he has neither in xx. 30, f,, nor elsewhere, men- 
tioned this design; nor can it be presupposed, in the face of 
narratives which repeat, without completing or correcting, the 
parallel narratives, e. g. vi. 1, ff, xii. 1, ff. In more or less 
important divergences, as ii. 13-22, cf. Matt. xxi. 12, ff; 
i, 85-52, cf. Matt. iv. 18, ff.; vii.—xii, cf. Matt. xix.—xxi. ; 
xviii. 28, xix. 31, cf. Matt. xxvi. 17, ff., which do not present 
any so express contradiction as iii. 24, the design of correct- 
ing must have been very dimly present to his mind. 

* Fuseb. H. E. III. 24: “Hdn 8€ Mdpxov cal Aovead ray xar’ avrovs evayye- 
Alov Thy exdocw meroinpdvor, loayyny paci roy mavra xpdévov aypadw Kexpn- 
pevoy Knpvypart, réAos Kal emt riv ypadny edOeiv roraade xape airias. Tov 
mpoavaypahevray rpay els mdvras fon Kal eis avrdv diadedopévwy, arodégacba 
pev daciv, ddnOevavy avrois émpaprupnoavra: pdvnv b€ dpa AciwecOar rij 
ypady tiv ep ray év mpdrots kal Kar’ dpxiy rod Knpvypatos tnd Tov Xpiarod 
wexpaypevoy Supynow. Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 9: .... quod quum legisset 
Matthaei, Marci, et Lucae volumina, probaverit quidem textum historiae, et 
vera eos dixisse firmaverit, sed unius tantum anni, in quo et passus est, post 
carcerem Joannis historiam texuisse. Praetermisso itaque anno, cujus acta 
a tribus exposita fuerant, superioris temporis, antequam Joannes clauderetur 
in carcerem, gesta narravit. Cf. Storr, Zweck d. evang. Gesch. u. Br. 
Joh. p. 246. Michaélis, Ein]. 11.1158. Eichhorn, Einl. II. § 159, p. 127, 
who makes him refer to and correct the Original Gospel. Schmidt, Einl. I. 
146 suggests the Gospel of Marcion. 
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b Bleek, Beitr. I. 268. According to Liicke, I. 198, f., he was acquainted 
with only the oral Gospel tradition. 


§ 105 a. 


The manner of narration differs from that of the Synoptists 
(who give the tradition wholly free from admixture of their 
own personality, excepting that Luke introduces himself as 
compiler): —1. In the circumstance that here an eyewitness 
appears (i. 14, xix. 35, cf. 1 John i. 1, f., iv. 14), and proves 
himself such by historical vividness and originality (1. 39, ff, 
xiii. 22, ff, xviii. 15, ff, xix. 4, ff, 26, f., 34), or at least one 
who has obtained accurate information (i. 31, ff, v. 10, ff, 
vii. 1, ff, ix., xi., xii., xviii. 28, ff, and other passages).* It 
must be admitted, on the other hand, that traces occur of a 
view of facts and relations formed at a distance both of time 
and place.” This, and the conjoining of circumstances 
chronologically separate (vii. 21, cf. v. 1-16; x. 26, cf. x.1 
-18; xii. 34, cf. iii. 14), seem to betray an author in whose 
non-original view of the history intervals of time became 
confounded, rather than an eyewitness.° 

* Even obscurities in the representation, as ii. 3-5, xi. 4,6, xii. 23, seem 
deducible from his own apprehension and recollection. On the contrary, 
the more correct apprehension, we must own, is found in Matt. xiv. 15, 
as compared with John vi. 5. Cf. Exeg. Hdb. on the passages. Strauss, 
Leben Jesu, II. 212, f., Ist ed. As here and in the following verse the 
narrative of the miracle has the appearance of being developed and worked 
over, it seems natural to ascribe iv. 43-53 also to a later tradition, because 
of ver. 50, ff., and likewise the manner of healing in ix. 6. 

> In the numerous vague statements that “‘ the Jews’’ persecuted Jesus 
and sought to destroy him (v. 16, 18, vii. 1, 19, 25, viii. 37, 40, xi. 8, ef. 
vii. 30, vili. 20) ; in the position of the Evangelist in relation to the Jews, 
their ritual system, and their customs (ii. 6, 13, v. 1, vi. 4, vii. 2, xi. 49, 
xix. 40), and which he even ascribes to Jesus (viii. 17, x. 34, xv. 25, cf. 
Fischer, Ueb. d. Ausdruck of "Iov8ato: im Ev. Joh., in the Ttib. Ztschr. 1840, 
II.) ; in the relation of Jesus to Judas Iscariot and his treachery, betraying 
rather a view of his fate adopted subsequently than a genuine historical 
pragmatism (vi. 64, 70, f., xili. 11, 18, 26, f.); in the evident reference of 
iv. 36 — 38 to Acts viii. 4, ff. ; in geographico-topographic and archeological 
difficulties (iii. 23, iv. 7[1], 52, v. 2, xviii. 1 [17], xi. 49, xviii. 13). 

¢ On the other hand, in vi. 36, x. 25, f., are found false back-references 
concerning sayings of Jesus. The remarks in x. 1, ff., xv. 1, ff., seem with- 





JOHN. §105 d. 189 


out connection. The sayings in xiii. 20, xiv. 31, may be regarded as remi- 
niscences inappropriately worked into the narrative. 


§ 105 b. 


2. This Gospel is distinguished by conversations given in 
a sort of dialectic form, whereas the first three Gospels give 
Jesus’s utterances usually in fragments, as proverbs, or ar- 
ranged consecutively as doctrinal discourses (iii., iv., vi. 26, 
ff., vii., and other passages; cf. Matt. viii. 19, ff, ix. 12, ff, 
xi. 4, ff, v.—vii., x., xlii., xxiv., Luke xii., xv.~xviii)." This 
dialectic form of discourse is not, like the proverbial form, 
capable of being easily remembered and reproduced in its 
original shape ; its retention and reproduction can therefore, 
if it is authenticated as true and reliable, be expected only 
from an eyewitness. But in this case grave doubts arise 
against its correctness and reliableness,° and the candid critic 
must admit that the Evangelist has given a free representa- 
tion of Christ’s discourses. 


« As they sometimes record dialogues (Matt. xii. 22, ff., xix. 16, ff, 
Luke x. 25, ff.), 80 in John we find also proverbial maxims and parables 
(xii. 24-26, xiii. 16, 20, x. 1, ff, xv. 1, ff.). The latter, however, are 
broadly distinguished from those of the Synoptists by their want of histori- 
ca] foundation, and by a certain dialectic flow. Comp. £. A. Borger, De 
constanti et aequabili J.C. indole, doctrina et docendi ratione, sive comment. 
de Ev. Joan. c. Matth. Marci et Lucae Evangg. comparato. P. I. 1816. 

> The discourses of Jesus, as well as of John the Baptist, iii. 27, ff., are 
closely allied to the prologue, and to the First Epist. of John. In iii. 16, ff, 
31, ff., the previous free reproduction passes over into the language of 
the Evangelist himself. The discourse xii. 44, ff. is manifestly a free 
composition. Much in Jesus’s discourses may be called in question as not 
to the purpose (iii. 14, iv. 21, ff., vi. 51, ff., xi. 42), and harsh (viii. 44, x. 8); 
his habit of causing misunderstanding and objection, by his strong and striking 
expressions, rather than of removing them (iii. 3, 5, ff., 14, vi. 51), as not be- 
coming his wisdom as a teacher ; their mystico-allegorical (iii. 14) and enig- 
matical (viii. 33, f.) character, as unworthy of his simple mode of teaching. 
The notion of the Logos is, to be sure, not stated in Jesus’s discourses, but 
it substantially appears in vili. 58, x. 30, xvii. 5. The replies and objections 
of spectators, which serve to carry out and prolong Jesus’s discourses, are too 
uniform, and often so intrinsically improbable as to tempt one to regard them 
as added by the Evangelist (iii. 4, 9, iv. 11, f., 15, 33, vi. 34, 42, 52, viii. 
19, 22, 33, 39, 41, 52, f., [cf. iv. 12,] 57, x. 33, xi. 12, xiv. 5, 8, 22, xvi. 
17, f.). Cf. Bretschnetder, Probabilia, pp. 31, sq., 45, 48, 52, 54, 55, 57, 59. 
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§ 105c. 


The unquestionably original Greek* style of the writing 
has also a certain Hebrew cast, although more smoothness 
- and flow than in the Synoptics. It has also a remarkable 
peculiarity, less in its phraseology and grammatic turns, 
than in the artless simplicity of the structure and connection 
of the sentences, in the quiet and even, though sometimes 
unconnected and merely sketchy, character of the discourse, 
in its easy statement of the weightiest and most comprehen- 
sive truths in figurative abstract language, in a profound 
clearness and pregnant brevity, and in an inexpressible charm 
of discourse, by which the mind of the reader, gently drawn 
and firmly held, is at once deeply moved and soothed.® 


* Against Grotius (Prolegg. in Ev. Joh.), Salmasius (De lingua Helle- 
nist. p. 257), Bolten (Der Bericht des Joh. von Jesu, Vorber. § 9), who 
suppose a Syriac original, see Schmidt, Biblioth. Bd. II. St. 2. Wegschei- 
der, Kin]. ins Ev. Joh. p. 253, ff. Eichhorn, Bin]. II. 258, ff. Liicke, 
Comment. I. 169, ff. 

» Seyffarth, Beitr. z. Specialcharakteristik d. johann. Schriften. 1823. 
Dan. Schulze, Der schriftst. Char. u. Werth des Joh. 1803. Tholuck, Einl. 
z. Comment. § 4. Eichhorn, as above, p. 262, ff. Schott, § 41. Credner, 
p. 223, ff. Particular peculiarities of the style of writing: — Expressions 
wholly peculiar: ddnOecav, emcOupiav rovety; dvdoracis Cans, kpicews ; dpap- 
riav €xew ; amepxeoOa eis Ta drrigw ; Apxov Tov Kéapov TovTou; KataBaivew 
€k TOU ovpavod ; yevynOnvar avwbev, éx Oeov, ex mvEvparos ; EivaL Ex TOY KATO, 
€x Tov Kdopov, ex Tav dvw; e&epxerOat ex Tov Geod ; eoxatn nuepa; Kpacery 
(of the teaching) ; paprupiav, dé£ay AapBavew ; peraBaivery (trop.) ; dys; 
mapdakAntos ; THpEety Tov Adyov ; ux TiMevar, &c. Favorite and technical 
expressions : xéopos, duapria, cxoria, pas, ddnOea, dd£a, So€aerv, Con, pévew 
€v tTivi, paprupia (not papripiov), épyerOat els roy Kdopoy, auny, dunv, &c. 
Continuing the narrative by ody, and also by unconnected clauses, as e. g. 
i. 26, 40-42, 46-51; peculiar use of the conj. iva, iv. 34, vi. 50; very 
frequent use of the pronouns éxeivos, ovros, &c., of the present in the narra- 
tive; repetition by negation or affirmation (i. 3, 20, (cf. 1 John ii. 27,] vi. 
53, f.) ; antitheses (i. 13, iii. 6, i. 17, ili. 18, 20, f., 36, v. 19,31) ; propo- 
sitions apparently general, but referring to particular individuals (iii. 27, 29, 
31, 34, vii. 18); extended development of the thought by taking up again 
the same idea or sentence (i. 1, 4, f., 10, f., 33, iii. 5, 7, 17, ff, vi. 48, ff, 
53, ff.). 
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2. In respect of tts Contents and Stand-point. 


§ 106. 


In respect of its contents, this Gospel differs from the 
others, — 1. by enriching the stock of Gospel matter with 
many new narratives, especially of miracles, which leave 
those of the Synoptists far behind them, and by its extend- 
ing the sphere of Jesus’s ministry to Judea, and lengthening 
it beyond one year; 2. by a more spiritual, comprehensive, 
and profound statement of his doctrine and his work, 
since the theocratico-messianic and other doctrinal con- 
ceptions of the Jews, which in the Synoptics have almost 
entire validity, serve here merely as the foundation of a new 
and living development of thought (see iii. 17, v. 21, ff, xi. 
20, xiv. 2); sinoe the popular restriction of the messianic 
work is wholly broken down (x. 16), and the new life of 
“ grace and truth” (i. 17) and “love” (xiii.34) entirely severed 
from the ancient Jewish legalism ; and since the idea of this 
new life, apprehended morally, as in the Synoptics, only far 
deeper (cf. iii. 3 with Matt. iv. 7, v. 20), is at the same time 
connected with the ideas peculiar to the Christian faith, it 
being represented especially as mediated by the person of 
Jesus alone, which, one with God, manifested God in a liv- 
ing form, and by his sacrificial death,— and as maintained 
by the community of brotherly love founded by him and by 
the independent Spirit of Truth which should come in place 
of his personal presence. ‘The consciousness of Jesus con- 
cerning himself and his relation to God and the world which 
he is to save and to rule, is expressed in this Gospel (as is but 
seldom the case in the Synoptists, cf. Matt. xi. 27, ff., xxvi. 
64) purposely (most of his discourses refer to it), decidedly, 
and in so comprehensive a manner, that the bounds of indi- 
vidual human consciousness are passed (viii. 58, xvii. 5). 
At the same time, the Gospel reflects the consciousness of a 
perfect disciple, assured of communion with him, and of the 
possession of his spirit, who, by' dogmatic speculation, after 
the manner of the Alexandrine-Jewish theosophy, had raised 
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his faith in him into knowledge (i.1, ff.), and who in a similar 
mystico-allegoric fashion handles the Old Testament (iii. 14, 
vili. 56, 58, xii. 41).*. While the person and the work of 
Christ are thus set forth in clear light, in so much the 
stronger contrast therewith stands the dark mass of the un- 
believing “world,” especially of Judaism. Thus the stand- 
point of the Evangelist is distinctly polemic, for he, even 
more than the Synoptists, places Jesus in a polemic atti- 
tude, and frequently mentions the hostility of the “Jews.” 

@ When Clem. Alex. in Euseb. H. E. VI. 14, says: Tov pévroe "loavny 
oxarov cuddvra, Sr. Ta TopariKa év rois edayyediots Se8HAwrat, mporpa- 
révra tnd TOY yropipov, mvevpare OeopopnOevra, myEevpaTiKdy ToijoaL Ev- 
ayy€Acov, — his meaning probably is that the first three Evangelists por- 
tray the external glory of Jesus, his miraculous birth, miracle-working, 
transfiguration on the mount, resurrection, and ascension, while John shows 
his internal glory, oneness with the Father, and eternal glory. — Jesus de- 
clares himself to be the Messiah more clearly than in the first three Gospels, 
iv. 26, v. 17, ff., viii. 28, 36, 56, ix. 35, ff., x. 7, 9, 25,35, f. — For a more 
exact comparison of this Gospel with the others, designed to show both the 
differences and affinities, see Schott, § 38, note 4. Cf. J. W. Retéburg, An 
Joannes in exhibenda Jesu natura reliquis canonicis scriptis vere repugnet, 
Gott. 1826. 8vo. 


3. In respect of Arrangement. 


§ 107 a. 


The arrangement is somewhat like that of the first Gos- 
pel, and it is probable that this formed its basis." 


® Table of Comparison : — 
Chap. i. Introductory, in a meas- 
ure parallel to. : ' - Matt. i. -iv. 22. 
i. 1-18. Prologue, general view 
and sum of the whole. 
Ver. 1-5. Ante-mundane and ante- 
messianic existence and influence 


of the “ Word,”’ in a measure == — i. Genealogy and divine origin 
of Jesus. 
Ver. 14. Incarnation of the ‘* Word.”? — i. 25; ii. Jesus’s birth. 
Ver. 19-34. Testimony of John the 
Baptist. — iii. 


Ver. 35 -52. Some attach themselves 
as disciples to Jesus. — iv. 18-22. 











JOHN. § 1070. 193 


Chap. ii.-xii. First Division. Je- 
sus’s ministry, rejection, and ac- 


knowledgment. Matt. iv. 23 - xxiii. 39. 
ii.-vi. First Subdivision. Jesus’s 
work in Galilee and Judea. — iv. 23-xviii. 35. Jesus’s work 


in Galilee. 
vii. —xii. Second Subdivision. Jesus’s 
last journey to Jerusalem and stay 


there, in a measure parallel with — xix.- xxiii. 
xili.-xx. Second Division. Jesus 
glorified in his death. — Xxiv.- xxviii. 


xili.— xvii. First Subdivision. Je- 

sus glorified in the circle of his 

disciples. — xxiv. 1 —xxvi. 35. 
xvill, -xx. Second Subdivision. Je- 

sus’s sufferings, death, and resur- 

rection. — xxvi. 36-xxviii. 20. 


xxi. Supplement. 
Comp. on the division by other writers Liicke, Comm. I. 177, ff. 


4. In respect of the Object. 


§ 1070. 


The object of the Gospel is solely to prove the Messianic 
and divine dignity of Jesus, and the necessity of faith in him 
to produce true life (cf. xx. 31). It is accordingly in part 
apologetic, in part, as opposed to a hostile unbelief, confuta- 
tory, in part confirmatory to the faithful. The htstortc aim 
is, as in the other Gospels (§ 61), comparatively secondary, 
though not to such a degree that the Evangelist could 
transform the historic reality of Jesus’s person into an ideal- 
istic phantom, and, knowingly leaving evangelic tradition, 
give himself up to inventive fancy, as Baur asserts.» The 
author draws his proofs partly, as do the Synoptics, from the 
testimony of John the Baptist, from Jesus’s miracles and 
manifestations of higher knowledge (i. 49, ii. 24, f., iv. 17. f, 
vi. 64, xiii. 11, 18, f.), and from Old Testament prophecies 
(i. 46, 11.17, v. 39, 46, xii. 14, 38, xiii. 18, xvii. 12, xix. 24, 36) ; 
in part, and chiefly, from Jesus’s discourses and declarations 
regarding himself; partly, in fine, from the speculative prin- 
ciples of the Evangelist. These are so adduced as to place 
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Jesus’s work and person in a very high and pure light, as 
the founder of a kingdom of Truth (xviii. 36), as the Light 
of the World (viii. 12), as the Bearer of Truth and Grace 
(i. 17), as one with God (x. 30), as he who alone can lead 
to the Father (xiv. 6). Such a delineation could in general 
be apprehended only by readers of very high capacity for 
receiving truth, power of thought, and of extended compre- 
hensiveness of vision. Hence we must suppose that the Evan- 
gelist wrote especially for Greek and Greco-Jewish readers.> 

° Hauff, in St. u. Kr. 1846, pp. 550, ff., makes good objections to Baur’s 
view, the foundation of which is destroyed in the very beginning by his false 
apprehension of i. 9, ff., p. 574, ff. — While no precise dogmatic aim can be 
ascribed to narratives like vi. 16-21, xii. 1-8, chap. ix. shows how care- 
fully the Evangelist respects reality, and in i. 14, xix. 35, he appeals to 
his own experience (not, as Baur thinks, to his idealistic apprehension). 

» Hence the explanations in i. 38, 41, f., iv. 25, 9, ii. 6, ¥. 2, xi. 18, 
which for Palestinian Jews would be superfluous, and the manner in which 
the Jews are spoken of (§ 105 a). 


§ 107. 


The supposed special polemical designs are either foreign 
to the Evangelist, or at most find in isolated passages only 
a feeble confirmation. ‘This applies to the theory that the 
Evangelist wrote against the Gnostics® At the utmost, it 
is probable that he designed to give a better direction to the 
already awakening speculation concerning the connection 
‘between the Old and the New Testament revelations, and 
the relation of the hidden God to the revelation of Him in 
Christ. It is, however, more correct to regard all that bears 
upon Gnosticism as the untrammelled statement of his 
own view. 


« Tren. Cont. haeres. 1. III. c. 11, § 1: Hane fidem annuntians Joannes 
Domini diseipulus, volens per Evangelii annuntiationem auferre eum, qui 2 
Cerintho inseminatus erat hominibus, errorem, et multo prius ab his, qui 
dicuntur Nicolaitae, qui sunt vulsio ejus, quae falso cognominatur scientia, 


ut confunderet eos et suaderet, quoniam unus Deus, qui omnia fecit per ver- . 


bum suum, et non, quemadmodum illi dicunt, alterum quidem fabricatorem, 
alium autem patrem Domini; et alium quidem fabricatoris filium, alterum 
vero de superioribus, Christum, quem et impassibilem perseverasse, de- 
scendentem in Jesum filium fabriecatoris, et iteruam revolasse in suum 
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pleroma ; et initium quidem esse Monogenem, Logon autem verum filium 
Unigeniti; et eam conditionem, quae est secundum nos, non a primo Deo 
factam, sed a virtute aliqua valde deorsum subjecta et abscissa ab eorum 
communicatione, quae sunt invisibilia et innominabilia : omnia igitur talia 
circumscribere volens discipulus Domini et regulam veritatis constituere in 
Ecclesia, quia est unus Deus omnipotens, qui per verbum suum omnia fecit 
et visibilia et invisibilia ; significans quoque, quoniam per Verbum, per quod 
Deus perfecit conditionem, in hoe et salutem his, qui in conditione sunt, 
praestitit hominibus, sic inchoavit, etc. (That Irenszus here refers also to 
the Valentinians, who came much later, is shown by Storr, Ueber Iren. III. 
11, in Eichhorn’s Rep. XIV. p. 127, ff.) Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 9: .... 
adversus Cerinthum aliosque haereticos et maxime tunc Ebionitarum dogma 
consurgens, qui asserunt Christum ante Mariam non fuisse: unde et com- 
pulsus est divinam ejus nativitatem edicere. But the doctrine of Cerinthus, — 
....» Et post baptismum descendisse in eum (Jesum) ab ea principalitate, 
quae est super omnia, Christum figura columbae, et tunc annuntiasse incog- 
nitum Patrem, et virtutes perfecisse : in fine autem revolasse iterum Christum 
de Jesu et Jesum passum esse, etc. (Jren. I. 26), — is, if not favored by John 
i. 32, f., not distinctly contradicted. Epiphan. Haeres: LI. § 3, of the 
Alogi: A€éyoves pt) etvas aird (the Johannic writings) "Iwdyvov, dAAd Knply- 
@ov.— In favor of this theory, see Michaelis, Winl. IT. 1135, ff Storr, 
Zweck d. ev. Geach., &c., p. 180, ff. Aug, Einl. I. $51. Schott, § 40, 
not. 7. Schneckenburger, Beitrage, p. 60, ff:, whe by means of this po- 
lemic design explains certain omissions, e. g. that of the agony. On the 
contrary, Eichhorn, Hinl. II. 192, ff. Schmidt, Ein]. I. 148, and against 
Schneckend. in special Litcke, Comm. I. 219, ff., who however supposes the 
above conciliatory design. Kleuker, Joh. Petr. Paul. als Christologen, p. 36, 
ff., stands by the Gnostics (Theosophic) simply. 


§ 107d. 


There appears also no distinct opposition to Docetism, al- 
though some passages might be used in refuting it (i. 14, xix. 
34, xx. 20, 27), while the First Epistle of John seems directed 
against such an error (§ 179).* 


* In favor of this theory, see Semler, Paraphr. ad Joh. i. 14. Bertholde, 
Hinl. III. 1318. Eckermann, Erkl. aller dunkeln Stellen d. N. T. II. 5. 
Schmidt, Bibl. I. 73. Ag. Niemeyer, De Docetis. Hal. 1823. 4to, Schneck- 
enburger, as above, who on this ground explains the omission of the trans- 
figuration. Opposed to this, Kuinoel, Prolegg. in Ev. Joh. p. 53, sqq. 
Hug, Ein. II. 188, f. 
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§ 107 e. 


The theory* that the Evangelist wrote against Ebion- 
itism and against the Nomism which Paul also attacked, is 
_ certainly countenanced by the tenor and spirit of the Gospel 
(i. 13, 17, iii. 3, iv. 21, v. 9, ff, vi. 32, x. 16); but designed 
and express opposition of this sort is wanting, and even that 
against the Jewish law is far behind the stand-point of the 
Evangelist (i. 17). 

* Meron. De vir. ill. c. 9 (§ 107 c, note a). Schott, § 40, note 5. “Cf. 


Lange, Die Judenchristen, Ebioniten u. Nicolaiten d. apost. Zeit (Lpz. 
1828), p. 147, ff. 


§ 107 f. 


Finally, the theory that he is opposing the disciples of 
John must first be freed from its false reference to the Zabt- 
ans or Mendeans,* who stand in no historic connection with 
John’s disciples, and to other later disciples of John.” The 
Evangelist could refer to only such disciples of John as are 
mentioned in Acts xviii. 24, xix. 1, ff. These, however, did 
not acknowledge John as the Messiah, but were merely ig- 
norant concerning Jesus. He therefore could not so much 
oppose them as seek to win them.° 

* Resting on the accounts and suppositions regarding this sect in Igna- 
tius a Jesu; Narratio originis, rituum et errorum Christianorum S. Joh. ete. 
Rom. 1652. 8vo. Engel. Kaempfer, Amoenitatt. exot. Fasc. V. Lemg. 1712. 
Ato. Maitth. Norberg, De relig. et lingua Sabaeorum, in comment. Got- 
ting. p. a. 1780, Vol. III. Biornstahi’s Briefe, VI. 265, ff. C. G. J. Walch, 
Observatt. de Sabaeis in commentt. Gott. 1781, the theory of this polemical 
design was adopted by Overbeck, Neue Vers. tib. d. Ev. Joh. 1784. Storr, 
Zweck d. ev. Gesch. u. d. Br. Joh. Michaélis, Hin). I. 1440. Hug, II. 
§ 52, and others. (Before this, the same was indicated by Grotius, Schlich- 
ting, Wolzogen, Herder, cf. Wegscheider, inl. p. 229.) It was opposed by 
Lindemann, in Eitchhorn’s Allg. Bibl. X. 379. H. E. G. Paulus, Intro- 
duct. in N. T. capp. selectt. p. 194. Schmidt, Einl. I. 150, f. Evchhorn, 
IJ. 199, ff. Gesentus gives more exact information concerning the Zabians 
in the specimen number of the Hall. Allg. Encyclop. Art. Zabier. Cf. 
Liicke, I. 225, ff. 

> Recognitt. Clement. I. 54, in Coteler. Patr. apost. I. 500: Et ex disci- 
pulis Johannis, qui videbantur esse magni, segregarunt se a populo et ma- 
gistrum suum veluti Christum praedicarunt. c. 60: Et ecce unus ex 
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discipulis Johannis affirmabat, Christum Johannem fuisse et non Jesum: in 
tantum, inquit, ut et ipse Jesus (Matth. xi. 11) omnibus hominibus et pro- 
phetis majorem pronuntiaverit Johannem. Si ergo, inquit, major est 
omnibus, sine dubio et Moyse, et ipso Jesu major habendus est. Quodsi 
omnium major est, ipse est Christus. 

° With Herder (Von Gottes Sohne, &c., p. 24), a peaceful, conciliatory 
reference to the disciples of John seems to me admissible. Liicke rejects 
every reference, 


5. Jn respect of the Date of Composition. 
§ 107 g. 


If we put all these circumstances together, viz. that the 
fourth Gospel presupposes an evangelic tradition and prob- 
ably also our first Gospel (§§ 104, 107 a), that it is written 
from a higher stand-point, which has in view a further de- 
velopment of Christianity (§ 106), and for Greek and Greeco- 
Jewish readers (§ 107 b);* the opinion of the ancient 
Church, that it was written after the other three Gospels 
(§ 104, note a, § 106, note a, § 111, note a), is confirmed, at 
least in so far that we must date it later than the first Gospel 
and other lost Gospels.” 


* Perhaps also with polemic designs ({§ 107 c, d), which refer to a later 
time and to Greek environments. 

> According to Semler, Paraphr. in Ev. Joh.i. 11. Tit#mann, Meletem. 
p- 13, and even according to Schleiermacher, Einl. p. 381, it is the oldest 
Gospel. 


Is John the Author? Accounts of him. 
§ 108 a. 


The current opinion in the Church is, that the author of 
the fourth Gospel is the Apostle John, son of Zebedee, 
brother of James the Elder, son of Salome (cf. Matt. xxvii. 
56 with Mark xv. 40, xvi. 1), the most intimate disciple of 
Jesus, formerly a fisherman on the Lake of Gennesaret (Matt. 
iv. 21, Mark i. 19, Luke v. 10), but also previously, as it seems, 
a follower of John the Baptist (John i. 35). After Jesus’s 
ascension, he remained some time in Jerusalem (Acts iii. 1, 
viii. 1, 14, 25, Gal. ii. 9), and, according to Church tradition, 
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went thence to Asia Minor, settled at Ephesus, and there 
died.* And yet in Paul’s time he could hardly have made 
that city his abode, else had Paul not sought a sphere of 
labor there (cf. Rom. xv. 20, 2 Cor. x. 16, Gal. 11. 7, 8) ; more- 
over, neither the speech in Acts xx. 18, nor any of the letters 
written to that region (those to the Ephes., Coloss., Tim.), 
presupposes John’s presence there. He probably did not 
leave Jerusalem before the breaking out of the Jewish war. 


« Nicephor. H.E. II. 42: ‘Ioropetrar, os 6 Oetéraros obros evayyeNoris 
pera TH els oUpavos Gvo8oy "Incot ouvay TH pytpt Tod Oeod év T@ Kata Td 
Sidv oixp avrov ayps rns mpds Kuptov éexdnpias adris: recra 8€ ev Acig ye- 
vopevoy evayyeNioacba tov Xpiordy. Euseb. Ill. 1, according to Origen: 
"lodvns thy Aciay (etAnyev)* mpds obs kai Siarpivvas év "Edéog redevra. 
III. 23, according to Clem. Alex.: ’"Eme:d) rot rupdyvov reXevtnoavros, ard 
Tis Ldrpov rhs wvnoov perndAdey eis tiv “Edecov, x. tr. A. Ib. according to 
Tren. Il. 22. 5: Kal mavres of mpeoBirepot paprvpovow, of xara rv ’Aciay 
"Ioavyg TO TOU Kupiov pabyry ovpBeBAnkdres, mapadedaxéva ravTa Tov “lo- 
dvynv. Tlapépewwe yap avrois péxps tav Tpaiavod xpdvev. V. 8, according 
to Tren. Ill. 1: “Enecra "Iwdvns 6 padnris tot Kupiov, 6 xal émt ornbos 
avrov dvanecady, kal airds e£édaxe Td EvayyéXov, évy Edéo@ ris ’Acias da- 
tpiBov. Hieron. De vir. ill.c.9: Quarto decimo igitur anno, secundam 
post Neronem persecutionem movente Domitiano, in Patmos insulam rele- 
gatus, scripsit Apocalypsin. .... Interfecto autem Domitiano et actis ejus 
ob nimiam crudelitatem a Senatu rescissis, sub Nerva principe rediit Ephe- 
sum, ibique usque ad Trajanum principem perseverans, totas Asiae fundavit 
rexitque ecclesias et confectus senio sexagesimo octavo post passionem Do- 
mini anno mortuus, juxta eandem urbem sepultus est. Polycrates, Bishop 
of Ephesus, in Eused. II]. 31, V. 24: "Ere 8€ nal "Iodvyns 6 ém rd orios 
Tov Kupiov dvarecoy .... ev "Edéow xexoipnrat. Against these authorities, 
especially the latter, the silence of the letters of Ignatius and Polycarp, urged 
by Liétzelberger, weighs little. Bleek, Beitr. I. 88, f. 

> It has been erroneously concluded (Liicke, Credner), from the silence 
regarding him of Acts xxi. 17, f£, that he at that time was no longer in 
Jerusalem; for Acts xv. also is silent concerning him; cf. on the other hand 
Gal. ii. 9. Bleek, Beitr. I. 194. 


§ 108 b. 


The saying, that John was banished to the Isle of Patmos, 
refers to the doubtful passage Rev. i. 9 (§ 190, note 5), and, 
being contradicted by the earlier date of the Apocalypse 
(§ 190), appears very questionable. On the other hand, the 
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tradition seems reliable that the Apostle reached a great 
age, and lived to the beginning of the second century.” For 
Polycarp, who, in his eighty-sixth year (about A. D. 170°), 
and Papias, who (A. D. 164) suffered martyrdom,’ saw and 
heard him; he was also a contemporary of Certnthus.° The 
external history of the Apostle makes the composition of 
the fourth Gospel possible, from his stand-point and char- 
acter (§ 107 ¢). 


* Euseb. H. E. III. 18: ‘Ev rovrp (in the persecution under Domitian) 
karéxet Adyos Tov drdoroXoy dua cal ebayyedcoriy Iadwny re rp Bip évdia- 
rpiBovra, ris eis tov Oelov Adyov Evexev papruplas Ldrpov olxelw xaradccacO- 
vat Thy vngov.....6 Elpnvaios....dgyaiv..... Ovde yap mpd moddov 
xpdévou éwpabn (7 droxdAvyis), dAAa oxeddy emi rhs nerepas yeveds mpos TP 
reve TS Aopiriavod apyns (cf. Tren. V. 30. 3). Ib. c. 20: Tére (after Do- 
mitian’s death) 8) ody cal tév amdoroAoy "Iadyyny dnd ths Kata THY vnCoV 
vyis, thy ém rhs “Edéoou d:arpiBiy dredAnpévat, 6 rdv map’ jpiv dpyalwy 
mapadiéwo. Adyos. -Euseb. in Chron. ad an. 14 Domitiani: Secundue post 
Neronem Domitianus Christianos persequitur ; et sub eo A postolus Joannes 
ad Patmum insulam relegatus Apocalypsin vidit. Cf. Hieron. De vir. ill. 
c. 9 (see § 108 a, note a). Origen. Comm. in Matth. T. XVI. (III. 719, | 
8q.): ‘O 8€ ‘Papaloy BacwWevs, ds 9 wapddoois 8iddones, Karedinage rdv 
"Imdvyny paprupovvra bua roy ris GAnOeias Adyov eis Tdtpov rhy vncov. Ar- 
Sdoxe: 8€ rd rep) rod paprupiov éavrod “Iwavys, ps) A€éyaw ris adrdv xaredi- 
Kae, PdoKoy ev Ti droxaduWe: raira (Rev. i. 9). The story is enlarged in 
Tertullian, De praescript. haeret.c. 36: Si non potes in Asiam tendere, 
habes Ephesum: si autem Italiae adjaces, Romam .... ubi Apostolus Jo- 
annes posteaquam in oleum igneum demersus nihil passus est, in insulam 
relegatur. Cf. Hieron. Adv. Jovinian. I. 26, p. 280, ed. Vallars., in Matth. 
xx. 23. Epiphan. Haeres. LI. § 33, differs: .... avrod (“Iwavyov) mpo- 
gnrevoavros é€v xpdvots KAavilov Kaicapos avwrdra, Gre eis rh 
Ldrpov vicoy trip§er. 

b Tren. II. 22. 5, ef. Eused. H. E. Il]. 23 (see § 108 a, note a), who also 
quotes from Jren. III. 3. 4: "ANAG cal 9 ev Eéog éxxAngia td TavaAov pev 
reGepeXtopern, Iaavvou dé mapapelvavros avrois péxpt ray Tpaiavod xpdvey, 
papris dAnOys dott rhs ‘AmoordAwy mapaddceas. Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 9 
(see § 108 a, note a) ; Adv. Jovinian. I. 26. p. 279: Ut autem sciamus Jo- 
annem tunc fuisse puerum, manifestissime docent ecclesiasticae historiae, 
quod usque ad Trajani vixerit imperium, id est, post passionem Domini 
sexagesimo octavo anno dormierit. . 

© Jren. Ep. ad Florin. in Fused. V. 20; also in the same, V. 24. 

4 "ladwvou dxovorns, according to Jren. V. 33.4. used. II. 39, denies 
that he was a disciple of the Apostles. Cf. Rettig, in St. u. Kr. 1831. IV. 
p. 770, ff. On the contrary, Olsh. Aechth. d. Evangg. p. 224, f. 
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* Tren. Ill. 3. 4, cf. Eused. ITI. 28. Olshausen, p. 217, ff. A thorough 
statement and examination of the Church tradition concerning John is given 
by Grimm, Allgem. Encycl. 2. Sec. XXII. 5, ff 


Controversy concerning the Apostolic Genuineness. 


1. On External Grounds. 


§ 109 a. 


The attacks on the Apostolic genuineness of the fourth 
Gospel* have been aimed first at its external attestation, 
the existing testimonies having been viewed with doubting 
eyes and unfavorably judged, and older and more precise 
proof demanded than can rightly be expected.’ In this re- 
spect our Gospel stands, not in a worse, but in a better 
position than either the first three Gospels or the writings 
of Paul. 


* The opponents are :— Evanson, in the work quoted in § 92, note a. 
Eckermann, Theol. Beitr. V.2. (Vogel) Des Evang. Johannes und seine 
Ausleger vor d. jtingsten Gericht, Part I. 1801, Part II. 1804. Horst, Lasst 
sich d. Aechtheit des Johann. Evang. aus hinlangl. Griinden bezweifeln, u. 
welches ist der wahrsch. Ursprung dieser Schrift ? in Henke’s Mus. 1. B. 1 H. 
p. 47. The same, Ueb. einige anscheinende Widerspr. im Evang. Joh. in 
Absicht auf d. Logos od. d. Hchere in Christo. Ib. p. 20. Cludius, Uran- 
sichten d. Christenth. Alt. 1808. p. 40, ff Ballenstddt, Philo u. Joh., od. 
fortges. Anwendung d. Philo zur Interpret. d. Johann. Schriften m. be- 
sond. Hins. auf d. Frage: Ob Joh. d. Verf. der ihm zugeschrieb. Schriften 
sein konne? Gott. 1812. Bretschneider, Probabilia de Evang. et epp. Jo- 
annis Ap. indole et origine. Lips. 1820. (Cf. the author’s later conces- 
sions in Tzschirner, Mag. f. chr. Pred. II. 2. p. 154. Handb. d. Dogm. 3d 
ed. I. 268.) Rettig, Ephemerid. I. 62, sqq. Strauss, Leben Jesu, in vari- 
ous parts. Weisse, Evang. Gesch. I. 96, ff Liitzelberger, Die kirchliche 
Tradition ub. den Ap. Joh. u. s. Schriften in ihrer Grundlosigkeit nachge- 
wiesen. 1840. Bruno Bauer, Kritik. d. evang. Gesch.d. Joh. 1840. Ferd. 
Chrisin. Baur, Ueb. d. Composition u. d. Charakt. d. joh. Evang. in Zel- 
ler’s Jbb. 1844. 1.3.4. Hft. Krit. Untersuchungen tiber d. kanon. Evangg. 
Tub. 1847. p. 79, ff. Zeller, Die aussern Zeugnisse tiber das Dasein u. 
den Ursprung des vierten Evang. Ib. 1845. p.579, ff. Defenders: — F. W. 
Schieker, Vers. e. Widerleg. der hauptsach]. Einwtirfe, die in d. neuest. Zeit 
geg. d. Aechth. d. Evang. Joh. gemacht sind. Rost. 1802. 8vo. Siisskind, 
Beitr. z. Vertheid. d. Aechth. d. Evang. Joh. in Bezieh. auf d. Schrift: Der 
Evang. Joh., &c. in Flatt’s Magaz. f. christl. Dogm. u. Mor. 9. Heft. 





JOHN. § 1095. 201 


Noldeke, Vers. einige Widerspriiche, welche im Ev. Joh. zu liegen scheinen, 
exeget. u. psychol. zu heben, in Henke’s Mus. B. II. H. 1. p.97. Silsskind, 
Noch etwas z. Vertheid. d. Aechth. d. Ev. Joh., and Ueber ein. anschein. 
Widerspr. im Evang. Joh., in Flatt’s Magaz. XI. 57,110. Van Griethuysen, 
Pro. Ev. Joan. adéevrig. Harderv. 1807. C. W. Stein, Authentia Evang. 
Joa. cont. Bretschneideri dubia vind. 1822. J. 7. Hemsen, Die Authentie d. 
Schriften des Evang. Joh. 1823. A. G. Calmberg, De antiquiss. patrum 
pro Evang. Joh. adGevrig testimoniis, 1822. 4to. L. Usters Comment. crit. 
(§ 98a, note a). Fr. Gottl. Crome, Probabilia haud probabilia od. Wider- 
leg. d. v. Bretschneider gegen d. Aechth. d. Ev. u. d. Br. Joh. erhob. 
Zweifel. 1824. C. V. Hauff, Die Authent. u. d. hohe Werth. d. Ev. Joh. 
m. Riicksicht auf nevere Einwendungen, etc. 1831. Frommann, Ueb. d. 
Aechtheit u. Integritdt des Evang. Joh. mit bes. Rticks. auf Weisse’s Evang. 
Gesch., in Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1840. p. 853, ff. J. H. Ebrard, Das Ev. 
Joh. u. die neueste Hypothese (Baur’s) tib. s. Entstehung. 1845. Bleek, 
Beitr. z. Evang. Krit. (1846.) p. 92, ff. Pf. Hauff, Bemerkk. tiber d. Ab- 
handl. von D. Baur, ete., in St. u. Kr. 1846. p. 550, ff. Besides these, on 
this side are Eichhorn, Hug, Bertholdt, Schott, Oredner, Lticke, and others. 
> If the non-apostolic origin of the Gospel followed from the paucity of 
testimony, we might with equal justness conclude that its author was not a 
disciple of any apostle, and that it first saw the light in the second century. 
This Baur and his school maintain, but it is wholly improbable (4 110 c). 


§ 109 b. 


The oldest, although indirect, witnesses in favor of the great 
age of our Gospel, are Luke and Mark, who have referred 
to it (§§ 938c, 94 f).* No distinct trace of it is found in the 
Apostolic Fathers,> — the testimony of Polycarp and Papias 
especially being wanting, — but both were acquainted with 
1 John, and the absence of their testimony is in part sup- 
plied by Jreneus, Polycarp’s friend and disciple, who re- 
garded the genuineness of the fourth Gospel as unquestion- 
able (III. 1, § 108 a, note a), although it must be confessed 
that he does not appeal directly to Polycarp, and that he has 
erred in regard to the Apocalypse (§ 191). Before his time 
our Gospel was known and used by Justin Martyr (§ 66 a, 
notes c,d), Tatian (§ 68), and probably Celsus.1 Theophilus 
of Antioch distinctly quotes it.° 

* Cf. Bleek, Beitr. I. 83. According to his and the common opinion, 2 
Pet. i. 14 also contains a reference to John xxi. 18; see however Exeg. 


Hdb. on the passage. 
26 
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b Ignat. Ad Philadelph.c. 7: El yap nal xara capxa pé reves nOéAnoay 
mXavnoat, GANG Td mvedpa ob mAavarat ard Oeot dv. Older yap wdbev epyera., 
kat mov tmdyet, kat rd KpumTa édeyyxet (cf. John iti. 8, 1 Cor. ii. 101%). ‘Still 
more uncertain isc. 9: Avrds dy Gvpa tov matpds, d¢ hs eicépyovras "ABpadp 
kat "Ioad« xa) "Iax®8 Kat of mpoparat nat of amdorodos kal 7 éxxAnoia (ef. 
John x.7,9%). Only the Ep. ad Rom. c. 7: *Aprov Oeod Oédw, aprov ovpd- 
yiov, aprov (ons, Os é€orw capt "Incod Xp..... nal mépa Geo OédXw 7d alpa 
avrov .... seems to refer to John vi. 32, f., 45, 51, ff. (Baur is silent on 
it, probably because he thinks the Ignatian letters spurious, cf. Pastoralbr. 
p. 87. Tiib. Ztschr. 1836. III. 199. 1838. III. 149, ff. Zeller, in his Jhb. 
1845. p. 585, f.; on the other hand, Rothe, Anf. d. christl. Kirche, p. 715, ff. 
Hefele, Patrr. ap. p. xv. sqq. Huther, in Ilgen’s Ztechr. 1841. IV.) Bar- 
nab. Ep. c. 12, on the brazen serpent of Moses. 

¢ Buseb. II]. 39: Kéxpyrat 8’ 6 airds (6 Lamias) paprupias amd ris mpo- 
répas "ladwov émoroAjs. This testimony is without reason rejected by 
Zeller, p. 584. Oredner, Ein]. p. 266, considers the silence of P. ominous, 
if he wrote about A. D. 140. He therefore assumes A. D. 110. Zeller, 
p- 653, denies totally that Papias was acquainted with it. Polycarp, Ep.ad 
Philipp. c. 7: Ids ydp, ds dy py dpodoyy *Incody Xpiordv év capxi €AndvOe- 
vat, avrixptorés éore (cf. 1 John iv. 3). This letter, also, Zeller considers 
spurious. 

4 Orig. Cont. Cels. I. 67, in relation to John ii. 19. 

¢ Ad Autolyc. lib. II. p. 100: “Odev d:ddoxovorw jyas al dyias ypadal xal 
ravres ol mvevparopépot, €£ Sv "lodvyns Aeyes* év dpxp fv 6 Adyos, x. r. A. 


§ 109. 


We may infer a fixed and long-established acceptance of 
our Gospel by the Church from the fact, that, in the contro- 
versies which took place about the middle of the second 
century, it was acknowledged by both the opposing parties. 
Johannic formulas are found in the Gnostic system of Val- 
entinus (about A. D. 140), and his followers made use of the 
Gospel of John. One of them, Heracleon, wrote a commen- 
tary upon it, and another, Ptolemy, quotes John i. 3 (§ 76 B, 
note a).* Montanus (about A. D. 150) and his party borrowed 
from it the idea of the Paraclete.> That, on the other hand, 
the Alogi rejected the Johannic writings, is accounted for by 
their opposition to the Montanists, and shows that the latter 
from the first had used this Gospel. Moreover, they ad- 
duced against its genuineness no historical grounds, and 
their critical objections were in part dogmatic, in part drawn 
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from a comparison of it with the first three Gospels.© The 
Easter controversy, and the manner in which reference 
was made during it to the Gospels, have been improperly 
used by the opponents of John’s Gospel. The testimony of 
Claud. Apollinarts in favor of its acceptance at that time 
(about A. D. 170) is certain.? 


« Against Bretschneider’s (Probab. p. 212) objections, see Olshausen, p. 
386 ; against those of Baur’s school, see Bleek, Beitr. I. 214, ff. 

> Cf. Bretschneider, p. 205, sqq. Olshausen, p. 283, ff. Liicke, Comm. 
I. 60. The first tries, erroneously, to prove that the Montanists had re- 
jected the Gospel of John, especially from the passage in Jren. III. 11. 9, 
which has been improperly applied to them :— Alii vero ut donum spiritus 
frustrentur, quod in novissimis temporibus secundum placitum Patris effu- 
sum est in humanum genus, illam speciem non admittunt, quae est secundum 
Joannis Evangelium, in qua Paracletum se missurum Dominus promisit ; 
sed simul et Evangelium et propheticum repellunt spiritum. Zeller, p. 637, 
asserts that Tertullian first introduced the Paraclete into the Montanistic 
system. 

¢ Epiphan. Haeres. LI. de Alogis, c. 3: .... Eixov yap riy alpeow xa- 
Aoupévny, amoBdddovcay "Iwdvvov ras BiSAous. "Enel obv rdv Adyov ob 
déxovrar roy rapa "Iwdyvov Kexnpvypévov, Groyos kAnOnoovra .... A€éyovat 
yap pi) evar adra "Iwdvvov, dAXd KnpivOov, xal ode dia aird dhacw elva ev 
éxeAngig. c.4: @doxovar yap xab’ davrdy, ob yap eltmows Kara rhs GAn- 
Gelas, Sts ov cupdhwvet ra avrov AiBdria rois Aowrois ’ArroordAats (cf. John i., 
Matt. iii. iv.). c. 18: Td 8€ evayyéAtoy 7d els Svopa “Iwavvov, haci, Wev- 
Serat. Mera yap 70 elmeiv, dre 6 Adyos cap& eyévero Kal éoxnvocev ev npiv, 
kal ddlya Gdda, ebOds Aéyes, Ore ydpos eyévero ev Kava rijs Tadsaias. 
c. 22: Karnyopotos 8¢ rdduy of avrot rod dylov evayyeAcorod, paddov 8€ rod 
avrou evayyeAlov, ori, paciv, 6'lwdyms hn rep S00 macyay rov Swrjpa me- 
mouxdra, of dé GAdor edayyeAcoral rept mdoxa évds. The above passage of 
Ireneus also belongs here. Cf. Olshausen, p. 254, ff. 

« The Christians of Asia Minor (Quartodecimani) celebrated the Passover 
according to the Jewish custom, on the evening of the 14th of Nisan, on which, 
according to the Synoptics, Jesus celebrated it. The Western Christians, 
on the other hand, who were joined by Apollinaris of Hierapolis, Clement 
of Alexandria, and others, and whose view subsequently triumphed in the 
Council of Nice, always celebrated it on a Friday, in memory of the death 
of Jesus as the Christian paschal Lamb. They interpreted the Synoptics 
according to John, and assumed that Jesus held, not a Jewish, but a typical 
paschal feast, and was himself sacrificed on the 14th of Nisan. Apollinar. in 
the Chron. pasch. p. 6, ed. Du Cang.: .... A€youvos (the opponents), ore r7 
08’ rd mpdBarov pera ray pabyrav epayer 6 Kuptos, TH 8é peyddAy Npépa Toy 
d{upey avros éradev, xal Siyovvrat Mar@aioy ovr Aye, Os vevonxaciy- 
SGev doiphwvos rq véup 7 vdnots avrav, nai cracid {ew Soxet nar’ avrovs Ta 
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evayyedta. According to Schwegler (Der Montanismus, etc., p. 191, ff.) 
and Baur (p. 353), the Johannic Gospel is not the subject here mentioned ; 
but they explain cracid{ew wrongly by oppose the law, whereas Wiese- 
ler, Chrono]. Synopsis, p. 370, and Ebrard, p. 124, ff., understand it rightly 
in the absolute sense to be at variance, so that its sense is, that the Gospel 
of John does not agree with the Synoptics, because it (as Apollsnaris cor- 
rectly viewed it) placed the day of Jesus’s death on the 14th of Nisan. Cf. 
Rettberg, Der Paschastreit, in Jllgen’s Ztschr. II. 2.117, f. Zeller, in his 
Jahrbb. 1846. p. 622, f. Hauff, in St. u. Kr. 1846. p.647, f. Apollinaris’s 
opinion becomes clear from the fragment of Clement of Alexandria, Ib. p. 7: 
Tots pev ovv mapeAnrAvbdow ereovy (in the earlier years of his life) rd Ouduevoy 
mpos Iovdaiwy fobtev €oprafwy 6 Kuptos maoxa: émel 8¢ exxnpvéev aris dy 
rd nacxa 6 duvos Tov Oeov, as mpdéBaroy ent oayny dydpevoc, avtixa édidage 
pev rovs pabnras rod rumou Td puornptov Ti] vy’, €v 7} Kal muvOdvovras avrov- 
ou Odes Erotpdowpev cor TO macxa hayew; Farther on he appeals to 
John xviii. 28, and adds as follows: ravry ray nuepoy tq axpiBeia Kat al 
ypahai racat cuppevorct, cal ra evayyéAca ovywdd. Also in the other frag- 
ment of Apollinaris, Ib. p. 6, is a reference to the Gospel of John: .... 6 
éxxéas €k Tis mAeupas avrov ra 8v0 made Kabdpows Udwp Kal aipa; and it is 
a miserable evasion to go back to a tradition which is older than the Gospel 
of John (Baur, p. 856). On the other hand, it is remarkable that, both 
earlier (about A. D. 162) and later (about A. D. 190), the Christians of 
Lesser Asia appeal to the apostolic tradition and to the example of the 
Apostle John. Jren. in Euseb. H. E. V. 24: ofre yap & ’Avixnros rév Ho- 
AvKaprov tetra edvvaro py) THpELy, dre pera lwdyvov rod pabyrov rou Kupiov 
Hpay xal ray omwady aroordd\wy ois cuverpier, del rernpynkdra, x. T. Xr. 
Polycrates, Ib. : ‘Hpyeis otv dpadtovpynrov dyopnev iv npépay pyre mpootiber- 
Tes pyre atpatpoupevot. Kal yap kara ry Aowdy peydAa orouxeia Kexoipyrat 
ee. &rt O€ Kal Iadyyns 6 éxt rd oTnOos Tov Kupiov avarecaov .. .. ovros éy 
"Edéo@ xexoiunrat .... ovrot mavres érnpnoay iy nuéepay Tis TexoapecKaide- 
Katys Tod mdoxa Kata 7d evayyehtov. How could John observe with them a 
custom which was in contradiction with his Gospel? This has been asked, 
from, however, a quite false stand-point, so that the answers given by EXrard, 
Wieseler, Thiersch, must also be erroneous. According to the correct 
view of the case, which Bleek, Beitrage, 157, ff., has luminously stated, the 
Passover controversy did not concern itself at first about the day of the month 
on which Jesus died, but about the co-celebration of the Jewish Passover, 
which probably originated with the first Jewish Christians, and which the 
Apostle John, as well as Paul (Acts xviii. 21), could well take part in, al- 
though he knew that Jesus did not hold the Jewish Passover with his disci- 
ples, but was crucified on the 14th of Nisan. The conclusion stated by Zeller, 
p- 646, is, that the fourth Gospel was in use from about A. D. 170; and as 
they who quote it and defend it, e. g. Ireneus, do not appeal to tradition or 
to authorities, it may have first come to light a few decades earlier. — On 
the historic grounds for the genuineness of the fourth Gospel, see Grimm, 
Allg. Encycl., quoted above, p. 18, ff. 
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2. On Internal Grounds. 


§ 1104. 


1. The Evangelist designates himself indirectly as the 
“ beloved disciple” of Jesus, i. 35, ff, xiii. 23, xix. 26, 35, xx. 
2° and expressly as an eyewitness, i. 14, xix. 35 (§ 105 a). 
The postscript (xxi. 24, f.), whose unknown author appears 
to have been a younger contemporary, also testifies to the 
same disciple as the author. We must either allow this 
testimony its due weight, or declare the author a forger, who 
artfully aimed to pass for the Apostle John. 


* He is generally regarded as John ; Lilézelberger thinks he is Andrew. It 
is remarkable, in this connection, that he never gives John the Baptist the 
surname of é Barriorns, as the Synoptics do. Oredner, 1. 209,f. Bleek, 
Beitr. p. 178. 


§ 1100. 


2. The style of the writing and the whole spirit of the 
work show incontrovertibly that the Gospel is the work of 
the same author as the First Epistle of John. Though the 
genuineness of the latter is a matter of dispute, it claims by 
the spiritual character and depth of its contents, and by the 
statement in i. 1, to be at least the work of an eyewitness, 
and an apostolic man thoroughly permeated with the spirit 
of Jesus Christ. 


§ 110. 


3. The historic matter offers to opponents many conven- 
ient points of attack: a. in the indications of a view formed 
at a distance from the historic facts and relations (§ 105 a) ; 
which, however, is to be explained by the fact that John 
wrote in the later part of his life, and in wholly different 
environments, when his original view had died out, and he 
had cut completely loose from Judaism, and that the bias of 
his mind led him to set little store by historic pragmatism ;* 
b. in his variations from the Synoptics (§ 104), both in re- 
spect of additions and omissions,> and of contradictions. 
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According as writers set out from the unfounded assump- 
tion of the unqualified or preponderating credibility of the 
first three Gospels,’ or from the view that they present the 
older series of Gospel myths, they beheld in the fourth 
Gospel only a web spun arbitrarily out of few actual mate- 
rials by an author far removed from the history ( Weitsse, 
Br. Bauer, Baur), or the creations of a later myth-develop- 
ment (Strauss). Decisive however against this are the viv- 
idness and originalness of many of the narrations (§ 105 a), 
(although a one-sided critical dialectic has sought to reason 
these away,°) and the demonstrable correctness of its devia- 
tion in essential points.‘ 


* Reuss, Ideen z. Einl. in d. Evang. Joh., in Denkschr. d. theol. 
Gesellsch. z. Strassb. (1840.) p. 51, ff. Liicke, I. 138, ff. That the anti- 
Jewish position of the Evangelist shows him to be neither a Jew nor a Pal- 
estinian, is refuted by Bleek, Beitr. I. 244, ff. He was acquainted with the 
Old Testament in the original text, as appears from the quotations which 
differ from the LXX., e. g. xiii. 18, xix. 37. He believed in the divine 
revelation in the Old Testament, and in its prophecies. 

> The miracle of the raising of Lazarus, especially, has been called in 
question, on the ground that the Synoptics, if they had known of it, would 
not have passed it by in silence. Grotius, Herder, Schulthess, and Olshausen 
explain this silence by the desire to spare Lazarus or his family; Meyer, 
from their Galilean stand-point. Liicke, II. 475, supposes that the Synop- 
tics were unacquainted with it, partly because the Galilean tradition which 
they followed came from those who were not eyewitnesses, partly because 
from a want of pragmatism they failed to see the vast importance of the 
miracle. That they must have regarded it as the greatest of all the mira- 
cles (Strauss, Weisse, Baur) is denied by Ebrard (Kritik d. Evang. Gesch. 
565. das Evang. Joh. 39), because to them one raising of the dead was as 
good as another. 

¢ So Bretschneider, Weisse (from his preference for Mark), Br. Bauer (in 
his work on John, although in his subsequent work on the Synoptics he 
subjects them to the same dissolving process), Baur (who regards Matthew 
as the basis of all the other Gospels). 

4 According to the last-mentioned writer, the fourth Gospel has no his- 
toric aim ($ 107 5) or significance : the author, who knew nothing of evan- 
gelic tradition save what the Synoptics gave him, invented everything new 
or discrepant in his account, with the dogmatical design of representing 
Jesus as the incarnate Logos. 

e Al. Schwetzer, Das Evang. Joh. nach s. innern Werthe kritisch unter- 
sucht (1841), strikingly remarks, p. 239, ff., that, where this vividness and 
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originalness appear, the adAos paGyris (cf. § 105 a) usually has a hand in 
it. That rationalizing method, awaking suspicion by its very narrowness, 
for the most part refutes itself, as when Baur, p. (431) 268, finds in the 
statement (xviii. 13), that Jesus was first led to Annas and tried by him, a 
pure fiction, which aimed to strengthen, by a double condemnation, the 
proof given by the Jews of their own unbelief, — because Annas did not 
condemn Jesus ; or when, p. (438) 279, he deduces all that John says of 
Pilate’s desire to acquit Jesus, from his desire to lay the whole burden of 
Jesus’s death on the Jews, — this is done by Matthew! or when the differ- 
ence between John and the Synoptics in regard to the day of Jesus’s death 
is explained by John’s desire to remove the improbability which is found in 
the Synoptics’ account, — elsewhere he argues against John from the very 
ground of improbability ; or when his extension of Jesus’s ministry to Judea 
is ascribed to the design of setting in stronger light the unbelief of the 
Jews (see note f) ; or when, p. (415) 252, he argues thus: It is clear that, 
if the Synoptics represent Jesus as making a long address before the supper, 
such cannot also have taken place after the supper, as in John. What must 
we think of a critic who, p. (438) 279, asserts that Jesus alludes to his 
public teaching in the temple in Luke xxii. 53 only (cf. Matt. xxvi. 55, 
Mark xiv. 49); who, pp. (164, ff.) 215, ff, understands allegorically the 
‘Cwater’’ in John xix. 34; and, pp. (445, ff.) 285, ff., tries to persuade us 
that John, in vii. 10, 15, viii. 59, speaks of a magical transformation and 
disappearance of Jesus? Farther, comp. Bleek, I. 272, f. 

f That Jesus had previously been in Judea and Jerusalem the Synoptics 
themselves imply (Matt. xxiii. 37, Luke xiii. 34; Matt. xxvii. 57; Luke x. 
38, ff, cf. Matt. xxvi.6; Matt. iv. 25), and it is also in itself probable, cf. 
Ebrard, p. 22, f. Bleek, Beitr. p. 94, ff. The discrepance between John 
and the Synoptics, in regard to the day of the month on which Jesus was 
crucified, —a discrepance which must exegetically be acknowledged, and 
cannot be explained away, as by Tholuck, Hengstenberg, Ebrard (Das 
Evang. Joh.; differently in his Krit. d. Evang. Gesch.), Wieseler, Chronol. 
Synops., — must be decided in favor of the former, as the 15th of Nisan, the 
first day of the Passover festival, and which the Synoptics assert, is opposed 
by the strongest probabilities. See Bleek’s exhaustive remarks, in the above 
work, p. 107, ff. 


§ 110d. 


4. The discourses and doctrinal contents of the Gospel 
offer, in their obviously subjective presentation, the most 
tempting point of attack. It is an unsettled question, how 
far this subjectiveness extends. The impression is different 
which our Evangelist’s narrative makes on different minds.* 
But, setting aside particulars, it must be regarded as con- 
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ceivable that an Apostle, to whom the strictly historic was 
of comparatively small moment, should allow himself a 
certain freedom of representation, and that John had so deep 
an insight into the consciousness of Jesus as to be able to 
express, if not exactly in the Master’s own words, yet in 
regular development, the truth which was, and still is, of mo- 
ment to every believer; and also as possible, that this distin- 
guished disciple had not only reached that stand-point, which, 
independent of Judaism, was the peculiarly Christian stand- 
point,” but also that, amid Hellenistic influences, he had made 
the Hellenistic style of writing and philosophy his own. If 
this Apostle be not regarded as the author, we should be com- 
pelled, by the profoundly spiritual apprehension and develop- 
ment of Christian truth, to select a man of no less rank than 
the Apostle Paul or the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
The certainly genuine substratum of the_freely-narrated 
discourses, and the originality stamped on many isolated 
declarations, which, like similar utterances in the Synoptics, 
come from genuine tradition (i. 52, ii. 16, 19, iv. 21, ff, 48, 
ix..38-56, vii. 87, viii. 12, xviii. 36, f., xx. 23, 29, and many 
others °*), require an author not too far removed from the 
original source. 


# While Baur and others ascribe everything, without discrimination, to 
the author of the Gospel, Schweizer, above work, p. 30, ff., estimates quite 
differently what is ascribed to the ‘‘ Johannic manner,’’ and endeavors, 
p- 188, ff., to show in the testimony of John the Baptist genuine historical 
foundations. 

> As he appears in Gal. ii. 9 as the Apostle of the circumcision, Baur, 
p- (633, ff) 329, ff., thinks that at that time John could not have had the 
conviction that the heathen were also entitled to share the Messianic salva- 
tion. But as he with Peter and James approved of the ministry of Paul, he 
must also have approved of his principles. Cf. Eérard, p. 99, f. Bleek, 
Beitr. I. 249, ff. According to Baur, p. (619, ff.) 314, ff, John’s stand- 
point presupposes that of Paul, even when we apply to it the common 
standard. But could he not learn from Paul, and yet surpass him? Might 
we not expect something extraordinary from the disciple who was especially 
dear to Jesus? To be sure, with such a character (Luke ix. 54) and such 
a disposition (Matt. xx. 20, ff.), he would have needed most of all to expe- 
rience the ‘* birth from above.’’ But is this so impossible ? 

¢ Nothing, in truth, can be more unreasonable than, with Baur and oth- 
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ers, to ascribe this wonderful production to the second century, and to 
place it, accordingly, in the same category with the writings of the Apos- 
tolic Fathers and of the Christian Pseudepigraphists. 

¢ Though Strauss, Leben Jesu, I. 675, f., lst ed., asserted that the dis- 
courses in our Gospel are arbitrary creations out of little actual material, and 
give rather a few fundamental ideas, developed in the spirit of the Alexan- 
drian school, than precise utterances of Jesus, he subsequently doubted 
the correctness of this assertion. Weisse here is on our side. 

¢ The Evangelist so entirely regards certain expressions of Jesus as fixed 
historic data, that he sometimes assigns them a double sense (xviii. 9, 32), 
sometimes illustrates their meaning (ii. 19, ff.). The manner, too, in which 
he gives the utterances in xiii, 20, xiv. 31, secures him from the suspicion of 
having invented Jesus’s discourses. Cf. Bleek, p. 226, ff. The predictions 
of Jesus’s death in vii. 33, f., viii. 21, x. 12, 17, f., xii. 23, f, xiv. 1, ff, 
xvi. 16, are more original than those in the Synoptics. Grimm, Allg. En- 
cycl., as above, p. 50. 


§ 110. 


To explain the (apparent or real) diversity in the character 
and contents of our Gospel, several writers have supposed 
that it contains Johannic elements, which have been worked 
over by a disciple of the Apostle* On this supposition, the 
passages which refer to the Apostle John retain a certain 
amount of force (§110a). Ina similar way, Weisse discrimi- 
nated between a Johannic nucleus and a later envelopment, 
and found the former in the didactic portion of the dis- 
courses of Jesus and of the Baptist, which the Apostle wrote 
down as studies (so to speak), without any historical design, 
but for the purpose of presenting his Master’s doctrine in a 
connected form. After John’s death, it occurred to John’s fol- 
lowers and disciples to combine these studies, together with 
his oral teachings and the materials afforded by tradition, into 
a Gospel history.” But to separate this nucleus from its en- 
velopments,— which Weisse did not attempt, — involves 
the gravest difficulties, both from the closely woven connec- 
tion and especially from the similarity of the style. Schenkel, 
who carried out this idea farther, attempted merely to show 
the more or less probable incongruity of several passages 
(the most probable is vi. 27).° 

27 
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* Eckermann and Vogel had previously made a similar assertion. Es- 
pecially Ammon, Progr. quo docetur, Joannem Evang. auctorem ab editore 
hujus libri fuisse diversum. 1811. Paulus, in his review of Bretschneider’s 
Probabil., Heidelb. Jahrbb. 1821. No. VII. -IX., and of Liicke’s Comment. 
No. XV. Rettig, Ephemerid. exeg. theol. I. 83, sqq.: .... de hoc Evan- 
gelio statuerim : compositum esse et digestum a seriori Christiano, Joannis 
auditore, forsitan Gnosticae dedito philosophiae. Qui quum in ecclesiae 
Ephesinée scriniis ecclesiasticis vel alio loco privato plura Jesu vitae capita 
per Joannem descripta reperisset, vel a Joanne ipso accepisset, iis compositis 
et ordinatis suam de Adyq@ philosophiam praefixit. Reuss, as above, p. 57, 
lays down this alternative: ‘‘ Either John himself is the author, or he de- 
livered to the author ample and sufficiently attested materials.’ 

> Evang. Gesch. I. 106, ff. Comp. on the contrary Frommann, in Stud. 
u. Krit. 1840. p. 909, ff. Ltcke, Comm. I. 141, ff. Schweizer, Das Evang. 
Joh., &c. p. 9, ff., who calls especial attention to the certainly not inten- 
tional chronological thread of the visits to the festivals. 

¢ Stud. u. Krit. 1840. p. 765, ff. Cf. Schweizer, p. 12, ff. 


§ 110F. 


Alex. Schweizer likewise finds in our Gospel incongruous 
and discordant matter, but not in the didactic portions 
(§ 110 d, note a), nor even in all the historical sections, but 
only in some “which stand quite apart and alone, woven 
into no discourses, containing no important expression of 
Jesus, presenting an essentially different estimate and 
idea of miracle, without vividness of narrative, and indeed 
different from each other in style, although they agree in 
narrating Galilean occurrences.” He thinks, by separating 
these, to restore the simple unity of the plan, which was 
restricted to the ministry of Jesus in Judea, and admitted 
miracles.only with important additions in shape of discourses 
and other results. Besides the small interpolations xix. 35 - 
37, xvill. 9, xvi. 30, ii. 21, f,, he indicates the following as to 
be struck out: the mtracle at Cana, ii. 1-12, the healing of 
the nobleman’s son at Capernaum, iv. 46-54, and the story of 
the feeding’, vi. 1-26, in which he recognizes the hand which 
wrote the legendary supplement (chap. xxi.), itself refer- 
ring likewise to Galilee. In fact, two of these sections 
relieve us from the striking synoptical parallelisms, and from 
several of the critic’s crosses (ii. 1, iv. 44, 48, 54, vi. 30) ; and 
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he points out with uncommon acuteness several apparent 
incongruities in the connection of these sections with what 
precedes, and several] singularities in the style. But of these 
special local grounds of proof several are incorrect or not 
quite convincing;* the original connection as_ restored, 
especially in vi. 27, ff, is unsatisfactory; and the main 
argument is untenable, that these Galilean miracles are dis- 
tinguished by their magical character from the others in the 
Gospel, and that greater value is meant to be ascribed to 
them than is elsewhere ascribed to miracles° Finally, the 
preservation of the rest from all attack could hardly suc- 
ceed. Consequently: this hypothesis would be for many 
unsatisfactory. 


* Certainly non-Johannic is dAn@ids, xix. 35, and the address to the 
reader is unusual ; difficult, r7 jpeg rH tplry, ii. 1, and singular, 7 dpa pov, 
ii. 45 both however (with ii. 4, cf. xvi. 21) are not exactly to be rejected ; 
the believing expectation of Jesus’s mother (cf. vii. 3-10, Mark iii. 21?) is 
obscure and difficult ; the un-Johannic oypeia cai répara, iv. 48, is however 
in this (certainly obscure) relation not inapt ; the narrative of the miracle, 
iv. 54, in comparison with ii. 23, iii. 2, and even with ver. 48, is out of 
keeping. The greatest inconcinnity is found in vi. 1, ff., awmddev .... wé- 
pay, k. T.A., Without any account of the return; 1d dpos (?) (the words drs 
émpwy, k.r. A. are misinterpréted by Schw., because he overlooks the im- 
perfect); the known difficulties in ver. 26, 30, f.; the “Iov8aio., ver. 41, 52, 
which does not apply to Galileans; in the style of writing, ver. 1, ff, cer- 
tainly similar to that of the Synoptics, yet the Johannic ody is not wanting, 
and the strange éy, ver. 9, is omitted by various codd. 

> To render the junction of vi. 27, ff. to chap. v. possible, something must 
previously be cut away. Moreover, the pragmatic reason assigned, in ac- 
cordance with the proposed connection, for the words dre é(nrovy avrdy of 
"Iovdatos droxreivas (vii. 1), viz. the supposed exasperating (?) tendency of the 
discourse in vi. 27-71, is not evident; it is also needless, for v. 16 (es- 
pecially in the common reading) is enough. — The striking out of ii. 1 - 11 
seems to make a sensible gap, and ii. 12, although purified from additions, 
will not fitly join 1. 52. 

° The healing of him that was born blind (cf. ver. 6 with Mark viii. 23) 
is magical, and chap. xi. taxes in the highest degree our belief in miracles. 
In ix. 16, 31, ff., xi. 15, 41, f., a high value is set on the proof from mira- 
cles, and the xal éxiorevoay, x. Tr. X., ii. 11, which has been called in ques- 
tion, is completely justified by xi. 15, xiv. 29. Cf. Schwegler, in Zeller’s 
Theol. Jahrb. I. 1. 156, f., all of whose objections I cannot approve, least 
of all that against ii. 1. 
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§ 110 g. 


' A critical conclusion which denies to the Apostle John all 
share in this Gospel, and declares the same to be of later 
origin, not only involves the odious but inevitable confession 
that the author was a forger, but is opposed by the improb- 
ability that Christian antiquity accepted a Gospel which 
differed in important points from the evangelic tradition, 
without having found a sure and satisfactory ground in its 
apostolic authority.® 

* Grimm, Allg. Encycl., as before referred to, p.-51.. 


Time and Place of Composition. 


§ 111. 


According to the Church tradition,® which is confirmed by 
the character of the Gospel itself (§ 107 g), it was composed 
later than the first three Gospels, and therefore about the 
close of the apostolic age. The circumstances of John’s life 
point in the same direction (§ 108 a). For, if he be the au- 
thor, he must have written it on Greek ground, whither he 
came probably at a very late period.” There are no precise 
internal grounds for determining the date of the composi- 
tion. The passages xi. 18, xviii. 18, xix. 41, by no means 
presuppose the desolating of the country around Jerusalem ;° 
none presuppose the destruction of the city. 

In regard to the place of composition, the opinions of the 
ancients vary, some naming Ephesus (Jreneus, ITI. 1, § 108 a, 
note a), Bthers Patmos.* 

2 Fuse. H. BE. VI. 14, see § 106, note a. III. 24, § 104, note a. Hieron. 
De vir. ill. c. 9: novissimus omnium scripsit Evangelium. Epiphan. Haeres. 
LI. § 19: mpa@ros pev dv, vorepos Sé trois ereow evayyeAcoduevos. The as- 
sertion of the latter, 1. c. § 12, that John wrote él rH ynpadég adrod HArxia, 
pera rn évernxovra ris €avrov (ois, pera Thy avrod amd Ldtpov émdvodoy, iy 
ém KAavdiou yevouérnv Kaicapos ...., appears certainly in a suspicious con- 
nection (see § 108 4, note a). 

> The determination of the date given by Eichhorn, Einl. II. 156, rests 
on the genuineness of the Apocalypse, which we cannot acknowledge. 

¢ Against Bleek, p. 267; but we cannot, either, with Lampe and others, 
fix it, from v. 2, in the time while Jerusalem was still standing. 
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4 Hivpolyius, De XII. Apostolis : "Iwdyyns 8¢ év *Acig td Aoperiavod rov 
Bacrtéos eLopiobels ev Idrpp ry mno@, év 7 Kal rd Evayyédov cuveypavaro. 
Synops. script. in Athanas. Opp. III. 202. ed. Bened.: Td 8é xara ladvyny 
evayyéXtoy brryopevOn re tm’ avrou Tov dylov "ladyvou rod droord\ov xal iyya- 
ampevov, Svros eopiorou év drum ry ynog, Kal td rod abrov €£e866n év 
"Edéow da Taiov rot dyanmyrov nal fevoddsxou ray droordé\wv, wept od Kal 
IlavAos ‘Papaloss ypapov gyol> dowd eras dpas, x. T. A. 


Of the last Chapter. 


§ 112. 


As chapter xx. manifestly ends the work,* chapter xxi. 
must undeniably be regarded as a supplement. It is a 
question, however, whether it comes from John or from an- 
other. 

Important objections may be urged against the former 
view, which is held by several critics.“ The close, xxi. 24, 
20, is acknowledged, even by several defenders of the whole 
chapter,” to be un-Johannic, because of its allusion to the 
author of the Gospel, the expression o/Sapep (ver. 24), and 
the hyperbole (ver. 25). But these verses are so closely con- 
nected with what precede, that with their genuineness that 
also of the whole chapter falls. The mention of John in 
ver. 20 does not tend to show him as the author. Although 
the style is in many respects Johannic,° in others it excites 
more or less suspicion. The whole style of narration is less 
clear and vivid than in the rest of the Gospel (see especially 
ver. 20, ff.). Verse 23 seems to have been written after John’s 
death, and verse 19 after Peter's, and the whole to belong 
to an uncertain, obscure tradition. 

* According to Baur, p. (188, ff.) 236, ff., this conclusion is by the author 
of the supplement. See, against him, Bleek, p- 179, f. 

a Gerh. Joh. Vossius, Harm. evang. |. III. c. 4. §8. Richard Simon, 
Michatlis, Hug, Eichhorn, Tholuck, H. A. W. Meyer, &c. Older writers, 
as Wolf, Cur. phil. ad h. 1., regard even this supposition as untenable, on 
account of its inconsistency with the doctrine of inspiration. 

> Hammond, Paraphras. ad h. ]. Beck, Observatt. crit. exeg. P. I. (Lips. 
1795. 8vo). Hug, Kuinoel, Tholuck, Guertke (Beitr. p.68), Meyer. Mich. 
Weber (Progr. de authentia c. ult. Evang. Joan. Halle, 1823) resorts to the 
arbitrary expedient of striking out the words ra ypaddpeva BiBXla. 
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¢ Conjunctionless sentences: ver. 3, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13 (1), 15, 16, 17, 22; 
frequent use of ody, ver. 5, 6,7, 9, 13 (?), 15, 23; perd ravra, ver. 1, cf. iii. 
22, v. 1, 14, vi. 1, &c.; ovdév, placed after the verb, ver. 3, cf. iii. 27, v. 
19, 30, vili. 28, ix. 33, &c.; ov pévrot, ver. 4, cf. iv. 27, vii. 18, xx. 5; 
ovdproy, ver. 9, 10, 13, cf. vi. 9,11; Stafdvvups, ver. 7, cf. xiii. 4,5; ave- 
povv éaurdy, ver. 1; cf. vii. 4 (7), cf. Mark xvi. 14. 

4 én ris Oaddoons, ver. 1, for eri ry 6., cf. iv. 6, v. 2; the turn éedave- 
pwoe 8€ ovras, ver. 1; eerdfew, ver. 12, for épwrayv; pepe, ver. 18 ; ém- 
otpadels, ver. 20, for orpadeis, i. 38, xx. 16; epyopat, ver. 23; the d. A. 
éxevdutns, ver. 7. 

The genuineness of the chapter has been doubted by Grot. ad Joa. xx. 
30, xxi. 24, who regarded it as an addition by the Ephesian elders; Cleric. 
ad Hammond. paraphr. ad. h. 1. Pfaff, De variis lection. N. T. c. 11, 
§ 5. Semler, Einl. z. Baumgartens Polemik. I. 62. Paulus, N. Repert. 
II. 327. Memorab. V. 176. Gurlitt, Lectionum in N. T. spec. III. 
(Hamb. 1805. 4to). Bertholdt, Kin). III. 1326. Liicke, in his Comment. 
on the passage. Sey/ffarth, Special-Charakt. d. joh. Schr. 271. Schott, 
De indole c. ult. ev. Joh. Jen. 1825. Isag. § 43, note 5. Oredner, 
Einleit. p. 232. Neudecker, p. 334, ff. Bleek, Beitr. I. 78. Grimm, Allg. 
Encyel. 


Besides the writers mentioned in notes a, b, the following maintain its 
genuineness: Mill, Prolegg. § 249. Lampe, Comment. ad h. 1. Osian- 
der, Exercit. qua authent. cap. xxi. Ev. Joa. pertractatur. Tiib. 1756. 
Papst, Dies. de authent. c. xxi. Joan. Erl. 1779. Krause, Vindiciae cap. 
ult. Ev. J. Viteb. 1793. Wegscheder, Hinleit. in das Ev. Joh. p. 173. 
Bretschneider, Probabil. p. 182. Handschke, De authent. c. 21. Ev. Joh. e 
sola orationis indole judicanda. Lips. 1818. Erdmann, Einige Bemerkk. 
liber c. 21 des Ev. Joh. Rost. 1819. 
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CHAPTER V. 


ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 


H. Bullinger, Comm. 1533, and often. — Jo. Bugenhagen, Comm. 1524. — 
Jo. Gerhard, Adnott. posth. 1669. — Casp. Sanctis Comment. L. B. 1616. 
ed. 2. 1617. 4to.— Phil. a Limborch, Commentar. in Acta Apost. et in 
epp. ad Rom. et ad Ebr. Roterod. 1711. Bas. 1740. fol. — N. Test. ed. 
Koppianae, Vol. III. auct. Heinrichs. — Kuinoel, Comment. in libr. N. T. 
Tom. IV. 1818. ed. 2. 1827.— Olshausen, Bibl. Comment. Theil IT. — 
H. A. W. Meyer, Abth. 3. — Exeg. Handb. I. 4.— S. F. N. Mori Vers. et 
explic. ed. Dindorf. Lips. 1794. 2 vols. 8vo.— T. W. Hildebrand, Die 
Gesch. d. Ap. Jesu exeget. hermeneut. bearbeitet. 1824. 8vo. — Schrader, 
Der Ap. Paulus, &c. Theil V. Uebers. d. AG. mit Anmm. — J. E. Im. 
Waich, Dissertt. in Acta Apost. Jen. 1756-61. 3 vols. 4to. 


Plan and Object of the Book. 
§ 1138 a. 


Tus is the second part of the evangelic history written 
for Theophilus (i.1, cf. Luke i. 1-3), and really contains 
the continuation. Itis not, as the title, rpafeus tov arocrd- 
Ay, added by a later hand, leads us to expect, the history 
of all or even of the two chief Apostles, but of the rise, 
growth, and extension of the Christian community, for which, 
as chiefly instrumental thereto, the careers of these two 
Apostles offer the most materials (Peter, chap. ii.—xii.; Paul, 
chap. xill.—xxvill.). That the author meant to give such a 
history of the Church appears as well from the passages and 
narratives* referring to the progress of the Gospel and the 
development of the Church, as from the whole structure of 
the work.> 

2 i, 8, 15-26, ii. 1, ff., 41, ff., iv. 32, ff, v. 18, f., vi.1-7, viil. 4, f., 25, 
ix. 15, 31, 35, 42, xi. 19, ff., 26, xii. 24, xiii. 48, f., xiv. 21, ff, xv. 1-35, 
xvi. 5, xviii. 11, xix. 10, 20, xxii. 21, xxiii. 11, xxviii. 17-31. 
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> The words of the Lord : Ampeobe Sivapsy eredOdvros Tov ay. mvevparos 
ep’ ipas xa EreaGe por pdprupes éy r7 ‘lepovcaAnp Kat év mdoy r7 lovdaig 
xal Sapapeig cai €ws €o-yarovu Tis yijs, i. 8, contain both the life-problem of the 
Apostles, and the subject of the work. After the completion of the number of 
the Apostles, i. 15-26, the fulfilment of that promise takes place in the out- 
pouring of the Holy Spirit, and the beginning of the Apostles’ ministry in 
the first preaching and conversion by Peter, through which the little knot of 
believers in Christ grew to a ‘‘ community,’’ chap. ii. How the Apostles, 
in the power of the Spirit, bear farther testimony in Jerusalem despite the 
commencing persecution, and what form the community took, iii. 1 - vi. 7. 
The martyr-testimony of Stephen brings honor to Christ’s cause, vi. 8 -viii. 3, 
and becomes the occasion of the spread of the Gospel to Samaria and else- 
where, viii. 4-40. The conversion of Saul, the ‘‘ chosen instrument ’’ for 
the proclamation of Christ’s name, ix. 1-31, paves the way for the chief 
part of the apostolic work, the conversion of the heathen, which Peter, after 
having worked in various paris of Judea, ix. 32-43, begins by converting 
the centurion Cornelius and his family. He justifies this step before the 
Apostles in Jerusalem, x. 1—xi.18. Exiles preach the Gospel to the heathen 
at Antioch also, and Barnabas brings Paul upon the stage of his ministry, 
xi. 19-30. After a narrative of miracles, which, so far as this book is con- 
cerned, closes the ministry of Peter, and throws a glory on the cause of the 
Gospel, xii. 1-23 (vs. 24, f. serve as a connection), Paul is introduced, at 
first in connection with Barnabas, as missionary to the heathen, xiii., xiv. 
The admission of the heathen is again justified by the Apostles in Jerusalem, 
xv. 1-35. Paul now, without Barnabas, pushes his ministry among the 
heathen yet farther, to Macedonia and Greece, and founds several communi- 
ties. He designs, and is promised permission, to preach at Rome (xix. 21, 
XXili. 11), bué ts arrested in Jerusalem, and after a protracted trial carried a 
prisoner to Rome, and thus his design and promise are fulfilled, though not 
as he expected, and he is permitted to preach in Rome (xvi. - xxviii.). The 
word of the Lord (i. 8) being thus fulfilled, the history closes. Were Paul 
but the second of the chief subjects of the history, it must necessarily have 
told his farther fate. Cf. the similar views of Ziegler, Ueber den Zweck, 
die Quellen u. Interpolationen d. AG. in Gabler’s Journ. 1801. I. 2. Han- 
richs, Prolegg. in Acta App. p. 10, sqq. Kuinoel, Prolegg. in Acta App. 
p. xvii. Eschhorn, Einl. II. 19, ff. Schott, Isag. § 45. Oredner, p. 268, ff. 
Neudecker, p. 344. ‘The error of finding too little plan in the work is com- 
mitted chiefly by Hug, § 80. Bertholdt, Ill. 1334, ff. It is also a mistake 
to limit the scope of the work by the measure of the materials at command 
of the author. 


§ 118 0. 


The work falls very naturally, though without any obvious 
design of the author, into two parts, chap. i.—xii. and xiii. - 
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xxviii, Resting-points and transitions, dividing these into 
sections, also occur, especially in the first part: ii. 42-47; 
iv. 832-37; v. 12-16; v.42; vi.7; viii. 1-3; ix. 31; xii. 
24, f.; xiv. 27; xv. 35. In the second part, the narrative is 
generally continuous, because its subject is the Apostle 
Paul. As regards the chronology of this part, whose his- 
torical matter was more at hand, the author has done no 
more than arrange it: nearly in the order of time, giving here 
and there days and years (xviii. 11, xix. 10, xx. 6, xxiv. 27, 
xxvii. 9, xxvili.11). Points from which to reckon the time 
are accidentally and undesignedly given in facts whose 
chronology is otherwise determinable (xii. 23, xviii. 1, xxiv. 
27, xxv.1). Cf. §118. 


§ 113 ¢. 


One, although a secondary, pragmatic point from which 
the historic narrative may be regarded, is that of an apology 
for the Pauline Christianity ; i.e. to justify, in opposition to 
the narrow views of the Jewish Christians, on the one hand, 
the proclamation of the Gospel to the Gentiles, and their 
reception, without being bound by the Mosaic law as com- 
manded by God and approved by the collective Apostles ; 
and, on the other, the calling, ministry, doctrine, and course 
of conduct pursued by Paul, the Apostle to the heathen. 
To regard the whole work as an apology for the Apostle 
Paul, so that even the first part shall have the same design, 
and, by placing all Peter’s work here in parallelism with 
Paul’s in the second part, aim to justify the latter by the 
former, is a one-sided view.* 


« So, after the example of Michaél. Einl. II. 1176, Paul. De consilio, 
quo scriptor in Act. App. concinnandis ductus fuerit (Jen. 1798, and in Se- 
lect. capp. introd. in N.T.). Schmidt, Ein).1.172. Z£ckermann, Erk). aller 
dunkeln St. d. N. T. Il. Thl. Kinl. z. AG., especially following the hint 
of Baur (Urspr.d. Episkopats, 1838. p. 142), from the latter’s (Ueb. Zweck 
u. Veranlass. d. Romerbr. in Tub, Zeitschr. 1836. III.) stand-point, that Juda- 
ism predominated in the Romish Church. Schneckenburger, Ueb. d. Zweck 
d. AG. 1841. Baur, Paul.d. Ap. J. Chr. 1845. p.6, ff. Schwegler, Nachap. 
Zeitalt. 1846. II. p. 73, ff. See, against this, Exeg. Hdb. I. 4. p. 9. 

28 
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The Author. 


§ 114. 


The work was written by the author of the third Gospel, 
according to tradition, Luke, the assistant of the Apostle 
Paul (§ 101 a), whom he is said to have accompanied after 
Paul left Troas, and, on this account, to speak in xvi. 10-17, 
xx. 0-15, xxi. 1-18, xxvii. 1 — xxviii. 16, also as an eye- 
witness." But such an origin is disproved in part by the 
statements which contradict Paul’s Epistles (ix.19, 23, 25- 
28, cf. Gal. i. 17-19; xvii. 16, f,, xviii. 5, cf. 1 Thess. iii. 1, f.), 
and those which are unsatisfactory (xvi. 6, cf. the Epistle to 
the Galatians, Acts xviii. 22, f.; especially xxviii. 30, f.), as 
well as by the omission of several facts and circumstances 
(cf. 1 Cor. xv. 32, 2 Cor. i. 8, xi. 25, f., Rom. xv. 19, xvi. 3, f.);® 
partly by the accounts in the first part, which (especially ii. 5 
—11, cf. x. 46, xix. 6, 1 Cor. xiv. 2, ff), by their unhistoric char- 
acter, betray an author distant from the history,° and seem, 
from the analogy of the Gospel and from certain indications 
(§ 115 c), to have been drawn from written sources. But 
even the accounts given by an eyewitness are, on various 
grounds, inconsistent with Luke’s being author of the whole 
work. 

* At xvi. 10, where ‘‘ we’’ begins to be used, Luke is supposed to have 
joined company with the Apostle ; at xvi. 18, where the ‘‘ we ’’ ceases, to 
have left him, and remained in Philippi; and in xx. 5, with the “‘ we,’’ to 
make his appearance again. 

> The silence in regard to the Jewish-Christian and other opponents of 
the Apostle in Galatia and Corinth, is explained by the apologetic aim of 
the author, and by his slight attention to the internal development of Chris- 
tianity. 

¢ According to Credner, Luke incorporated oral statements of John Mark, 
according to Feilmoser and Schneckenburger, of the Evangelist Philip. 

4 1. The companions of the Apostle are named elsewhere (xiii. 2, 5, xv. 
2,40, xvi.3, xviii. 18, xx. 4), but Luke neither in chap. xvi. nor later. 
2. The close connection between xvi. 10 and the preceding, and the circum- 
stance that the unknown person included in the ‘‘ we’’ is represented as 
acting with Paul, are inconsistent with the supposition that he makes his 
first appearance in xvi.10. 3. The hypothesis that Luke was at that time 
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assistant to the Apostle, and remained behind in Philippi, is without proof 
from the Epistles to the Thessalonians and Philippians; and, as he is first 
mentioned in the Roman Epistles, he probably joined the Apostle first 
at Rome. 4. Not only does the narrator included in the ‘‘ we,’’ but also 
Timothy, disappear in xvi. 17, and we must suppose a double negligence on 
the part of the author. Cf. Schwanbeck, Ueber die Quellen der Schriften des 
Luc. (1847.) p. 125, ff. 


Sources, and the Use made of them. 
§ 115 a. 


We must, therefore, suppose that those sections in which 
an eyewitness speaks came from a memoir by another 
writer, one of those written documents which the author, 
according to a pretty general opinion,* used in this work as 
in the Gospel. Itis indeed a matter of question who the au- 
thor of this memoir is, where it begins, and whether and how 
it is used where the eyewitness does not speak as such. A 
great difficulty is, that the style of the writing throughout 
the whole work is very uniform and closely related to that of 
the Gospel;® the Old Testament is used in the same way ;° 
and, with few exceptions, the parts of the work are connected 
and mutually dependent,’ and consequently the sources have 
been freely worked over.® 

* Bolten, Vorber. z. AG. Ziegler, Ueb. d. Zweck, ete. Heinrichs, Pro- 
legg. in Act. App. p.19. Kuinoel, Prolegg. p. xiii. Bertholdt, III. 1351. 
Schott, § 46. Kénigsmann, De fontibus commentt. qui Lucae nomen prae- 
ferunt, in Pott, Sylloge III. Riehm, De fontibus A. App. Traj. 1821. 
Bleek, Stud. u. Kr. 1836. p. 1039, ff Schneckendurger, p. 155, ff. Schileier- 
macher, Einl. p. 351, ff. Schwanbeck (previous §). Against this, Credner, 
p. 282. 

> 1. In the grammatic arrangement and formation of the sentences: the 
optative, rare in the New Testament, nine times, cf. Luke i. 29, iii. 15, &c. ; 
the connection of sentences by re, more than twenty times before xvi. 12, 
almost unknown in the other Evangelists ; pev ovy twenty-four times ; dd 
ten times; xal ra voy, iv. 29, v. 88, xvii. 30, xx. 32, xxvii. 22; xaxeider, 
vii. 4, xiii. 21, xiv. 26, xvi. 12, xx. 15, xxi. 1, xxvii. 4, 12, xxvill. 15; nal 
¢yévero, éyévero O¢, with accusative and infinitive, iv. 5, ix. 32, 37, x. 25, 
xi. 26, xiv. 1, xvi. 16, xix. 1, xxi. 1, 5, (xxii. 6, 17 with dative, accusative, 
and infinitive,) xxviii. 8, 17. 2. In characteristic words: tmdpyeyv in the 
Gospel seven, in Acts twenty-six times; drevifew, 1.10, xxili.1, and eight 
times more, in the Gospel twice, elsewhere only in Paul; émAapuSdvecbas 
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seven timés, in the Gospel five times; dcayapriperfac nine times, in the © 
Gospel once ; d:¢pyeo$a: twenty-one times, in the Gospel eleven times ; 
drodéxer Oat five times, in the Gospel twice, nowhere else in the New Tes- 
tament ; xaradauBdveoOac, iv. 13, x. 34, xxv. 25; émixadeioba +r. dyopa, ix. 
14, 21, xxii. 16, and elsewhere as to call on, seven times ; émerisrew, viii. 16, 
xix. 17, and four times more, as in Luke i. 12; dsarpiBew, xii. 19, xxv. 6, 
14, and five times more ; paprupeicba, to have a good repute, vi. 3, x. 22, 
xvi. 2, xxii. 12; dmwopOéyyeoOat, ii. 4, 14, xxvi. 25 (nowhere else) ; peya- 
Avvew, v.13, x. 46, xix. 17, Luke i. 46 £ dvaxpivew, iv. 9, xii. 19, xvii. 11, 
xxiv. 8, xxviii. 18, Luke xxiii. 14; xaracetew ry xetpi, xii. 17, xiii. 16, xix. 
33, xxi. 40; mpocéyev, viii. 6, 10,11, xvi. 14; ovyxeiv, ovyxuvery, ii. 6, Xix. 
32, xxi. 27,31; ovyxvors, xix. 29; dcawoveiobas, iv. 2, xvi. 18 ; BovAy r. 
Geod, ii. 23, iv. 28, xiii. 36, xx. 27, Luke viii. 27; onpeta x. répara eight 
times, elsewhere rarely ; décov Gavdrov, xxiii. 29, and three times more, 
Luke xxiii. 15; ixavds, numerous, very often ; duafupaddy eleven times be- 
fore xix. 29; xade€js, lii. 24, xi. 4, xviii. 23, Luke i. 3, viii. 1. 

¢ Habitual quotation after the Alexandrian version sometimes literal, ii. 
34, f., iv. 25, f., viii. 32, f., xiii. 33,35; sometimes free, from memory, 1. 
20, ii. 17, ff., 25, ff., ili. 22, f., 25, vii. 3,6, f., 32, 42, f, 49, f.; xiii. 34, 
41, 47, xv. 16, f., xxvill., 26, f.; even when it does not correctly represent 
the Hebrew text, ii. 25, 28, vii. 42, f., xiii. 41, xv. 16, f. 

4 xi. 16 refers back to i. 5; ix. 1, ff, xi. 19, connects with viii. 1, and 
prepares the latter for xiii.; ix. 15 for xxvi.; xi. 25 presupposes ix. 30; 
xii. 25 refers back to xi. 30; xv. 8 to xi. 47; xv. 38 to xiii. 13; xvi. 4 to 
xv. 23, ff.; xviii. 5 to xvii. 15; xix. 1 to xviii. 23; xxi. 8 to viii. 40, vi. 5; 
xxi. 25 to xv. 20; xxi. 29 to xx. 4; xxii. 20 to vii. 58, viii. 1; xxiv. 15 to 
xxiii. 6. Similar reviews and resting-points: ii. 42, iv. 32, v.12, ff., vi. 7, 
ix. 31, xi. 19, ff., xii. 24, xiv. 21, ff., xviii. 11, xix. 10, 20, xxviii. 30, f. 

¢ All the more striking is the jets, which is here and there retained. 
But Schwanbeck, as above, p. 188, ff., adduces examples from medieval 
chronicles and old Saxon annalists, pp. 991, 995, where a ‘‘we’”’ from the 
original source has remained standing. 


§ 1150. 


Some writers have with great probability regarded Tim- 
othy as one of the eyewitnesses included in the “we,” in 
xvi. 10.* The Silas hypothesis has less probability.” This 
source begins, at least, in the extract xvi. 1,° is also traceable 
where the “we” does not occur, in the minuteness of the 
narrative,’ and probably is continued (even though not un- 
changed) to the end of the work. 


* Mayerhoff, Einl. in d. petrin. Schr. p. 6, f. (he makes Timothy alone 
author of the whole work). Bleek, St. u. Kr. 1836, p. 1026, ff. Ulrich, 
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St. u. Kr. 1837. p. 369, ff., 1840. p. 1003, ff. Reasons: 1. Timothy, from 
his introduction in xvi. 3, is demonstrably in Paul’s company ; so also from 
xx. 5 forth. That he accompanied Paul to Rome is indeed not presupposed 
by the spurious Second Epistle to Timothy, but agrees with Col. i. 1, Phil. 
i. 1. 2. In chap. xvi. 18 the ‘‘ we” is silent, but Timothy also had no 
share in these transactions, which is not contradicted by the ‘‘we”’ in 
1 Thess. ii. 2. On the supposition that the editor omitted what concerned 
him, Timothy may have written xvi. 18-40; so also xvii. 1-13. Perhaps 
he came to Thessalonica and also to Berea at a later period. In xvii. 14 
a ‘‘we’’ or an ‘I’? was probably altered. The Apostle’s speech, xvii. 
21, ff., we owe to his recording. His arrival at Athens, and his mission 
thence (1 Thess. iii. 2), the editor omitted. After his and Silas’s arrival at 
Corinth (xviii. 5), the narrative becomes more vivid. He followed the 
Apostle to Ephesus also, xviii. 18 (subsequently, at least), whence he was 
sent, xix. 22; and hence a good deal of vividness and definiteness comes 
into the narrative, xviii. 18-xix. 40. (After ver. 22 Timothy may have 
soon returned.) 3, Into the list of names in xx. 4 the editor introduced 
Timothy’s, who in ver. 5 (where odros applies to only the last-mentioned 
two) again speaks in the first person, and, with Trophimus (xxi. 29), ac- 
companies the Apostle to Jerusalem (for dyps r. acias, xx. 4, is only the 
first terminus of the journey, xx. 15). 

» Schwanbeck, as above, p. 168, ff. Silas is supposed to continue the nar- 
rative from chap. xv.on. This, however, makes the introduction of the 
‘Swe,’ xvi. 10, more singular. In xvi, 19, the editor, forgetting Timothy, 
is supposed to have changed the ‘‘us’’ into Silas. This improbable as- 
sumption is required, not by the participation of the former in the imprison- 
ment, — this cannot be shown from 1 Thess. ii. 2,-— but by the difficulty of 
understanding the silence in regard to him. After xvii. 16, Silas simply 
forgot to mention Timothy’s arrival at Athens and his mission thence. He 
did not give the address in xvii. 21, ff. as an ear-witness. In xviii. 18 he 
tarried in Corinth, and narrated what follows, ver. 24, ff., from hearsay, out 
of a special interest in the Corinthian community. In xx. 4, ff. this hy- 
pothesis has freer play, and admits of setting otros, in ver. 5, in contrast 
with all those mentioned in ver. 4. Thenceforward Silas is included in the 
‘*we,’’ and regarded as a companion of the Apostle, not only to Jerusalem 
but even to Rome. The abruptness of the conclusion, xxviii. 30, f., may be 
explained on the theory that he had himself departed immediately, and there- 
fore is not mentioned even in the Epistles from Rome. However, the men- 
tion of Timothy in these allows us to suppose that his departure was only a 
little later. 


§ 115 ¢. 


Besides the narrative of an eyewitness in the second part, 
from xvi. 10 forth, other traces of the use of various sources 
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appear;* just as, on the other hand, the first part has pecu- 
liarities® indiqating certain sources peculiar to it. The 
prominent account of Peter, and the twelfth chapter, which 
does not clearly fall into the pragmatical connection, seem 
to have come from a work on this Apostle. Chapters xiii. 
and xiv. are perhaps from a special missionary narrative, 
and chap. vii. from a memoir of Stephen. 


@ After xii. 25: BapydBas 8é xal SavAos inéorpeway, x-r-A., one and the 
same hand could not have written xiii. 1: "Hoav 8€ rives év Avrioyeig .... 
mpopyrat kat Sddoxador 6, re Bapy. x. Supedy....K. ZavAos. The same 
applies to “Hpadov r. rerpdpxov and chap. xxv., xxvi. ’Aypimmas 6 Baordéus, 
after “Hp. 6 BacwAevs, xii. 1, ff. — xix. 16, Lachm.’s reading refers to something 
that is omitted. — xxi. 10 does not presuppose xi. 28. Peculiarities in the 
language of the second part: d:adkéyeoOa ten times ; éricracda nine times, 
elsewhere only x. 28, not in the Gospel; éyxaAeiy six times ; @yxAnpa twice ; 
xaravray, from xvi. 1 forth, nine times ; émi, expressing continuance of time, 
twelve times, elsewhere only in x. 16, xi. 10; é8ds, of the Christian religion, 
xix. 9,23, xxiv. 22, elsewhere only ix. 2. In general, fewer Hebraisms, al- 
though phrases with yeip, xv. 23, xxi. 27, and often ; with ordpa, xv. 7, Xviii. 
14; with afua, xviii. 6, xx. 26, and often; with pécov, xvii. 33, xxiii. 10, 
XXvii. 21; with mpéowroy, xvii. 26; with @dBos, xix. 17. Precise, although 
only comparative, chronology. Little miracle, no angels except in dreaming. 

* More Hebraism (although this is in itself the appropriate mode of 
speech for miracle histories and apostolic discourses) : viot IopanaA, v. 21; 
viol rav mpopyray kal ris ScaOnens, ili. 25; vids ScaBdAov, xii. 10; evamor, 
in the metaphoric sense, iv. 19, vi. 5, and often; Baordfew évdmiov, ix. 15; 
Uno T. oupaydy, li. 5, iv. 12; ra merewa tT. ovp., X. 12, xi.6. Other kinds of 
peculiarities: wats Oeod, ili. 13, 26, iv. 27, 30; 6 lepevs, v. 24; 4 yepovcia, 
v. 215; emi rd aurd, 1.15, and four more times ; mpocxaprepeiy six times; 
efiordva, éfictacba, six times; dcos, in the first ten chapters, thirteen 
times, less often in chap. xi. —xv., afterwards not at all. Mistakes in 
translation, ii. 24, 33, v. 31, miracles, appearances of angels; chap. ix. 39 - 
42, like Mark v. 38-43. 

¢ We may not, with many, assume the xnpvypa Ieérpovu (Clem. Alez. 
Strom. VI. 636), for this was an apocryphal work. used. H. BE. III. 3. 

4 Schwanbeck, p. 211, ff., observes, in addition to the Petrine source : — 
1. Fragments of a biography of Barnabas, iv. 36, f., ix. 1-30 (or rather 
ver. 8— 30, for the first verses must be formed upon Paul’s two speeches in 
chap. xxii. and xxvi.), xi. 19-30, xii. 25, xiii. 1 —xiv. 27 (originally a mis- 
sionary narrative), xv. 1—4 (where Silas’s memoirs have probably been 
introduced). But the main reason for supposing such a biography of Bar- 
nabas that Paul, ix. 27, xi. 25, appears in a measure dependent on him, is 
not apparent. The chief interest still centres in Paul, who, according to 
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the history and plan of the Acts, only by degrees arrives at apostolic in- 
dependence. 2. Schw. draws chap. vi. 8—vii. 59, viii. 2, from a work on Ste- 
phen. But the phrase émordyres cuvnpmacay avréy, vi. 12, recalls iv. 1, 
xix. 29, xxii. 27; verse 10, Luke xxi. 10; vii. 1 recalls xvii. 11; the verb 
sravecOa, Vi. 13, is found in Luke alone, of all the New Testament histo- 
rians ; areviCew, ver. 15, is one of his favorite words; the verbs d:ampleaGar 
in vii. 54 (cf. v. 33), tmdpyew in ver. 55, and duodvpaddy in ver. 57, are 
characteristic of him. 


§ 115d. 


If Luke used written sources, it is probable that the letters 
and discourses of the Apostles and others are not a free com- 
position of his own;* although it must be acknowledged 
that the use of the Old Testament,” and the style of the 
writing, are throughout the same, and that similar thoughts 
and turns occur in the discourses of different persons.’ It 
is likely, too, that while not only detached thoughts (xx. 33, 
ff.), but in a measure also the drift and structure (vii. 2, ff, 
xvii. 22, ff.), are peculiar and appropriate to the persons and 
circumstances,® infelicities also occur (i. 18, f., v. 36, x. 28, 
37, xiii. 89, xxvi. 20). 


® Eichhorn, Hinl. I. 28,f. Frisch, Diss. utrumque Luc. comment. .... 
non tam hist. simplicitatis quam artificiosae tractationis indolem habere, 
(Frib. 1817.) p. 20, sqq. 

b The citation of Am. ix. 12, in the speech of James, xv. 16, f., accord- 
ing to the incorrect translation of the LXX., befits neither the speaker nor 
the hearers. 

* Besides the passages mentioned in § 115, a, note 4, observe mpoyeipice- 
oOat, ili, 20, xxii. 14, xxvi. 16; pyqpa, ii. 29, vii. 16, like Luke viii. 27, 
xxiii, 35, xxiv. 1; ém’ ddnOeias, iv. 27, x. 34, like Luke iv. 25, xx. 21, 59. 

4 Cf. ii, 25, ff. with xiii. 34, ff. ; ii. 39, iii. 25, with xiii. 26; iii. 18 with 
xiii. 27; ili. 22 with vii. 37; iii. 17, ff. with xvii. 30; x. 40, ff. with xiii. 
30, ff. The solemn addresses: i. 10, 16, ii. 14, 22, iii. 12, v. 35, vii. 2, 
xiii. 16, 26, xv. 13, xvii. 22, xix. 35, xxii. 1. 

° According to Ebrard, Krit. d. ev. Gesch. p. 889, both the Petrine and the 
Pauline discourses have many resemblances both to each other and to the 
Epistles of these Apostles; but his proofs require a close sifting. Supposed 
peculiarities of the Petrine addresses: éAdAncev 6 Oeds, ii. 31, iii, 21 (not 
24, not xi. 14), cf. however Hebr. i. 1, iv. 8, v. 5 3 weravonoare xal émorpé- 
are, iii. 19, vill. 22 (only peravdéncov) ; 8a orduaros Geod (erroneously 
for Aafl8), rav mpopnray, 1. 16, iii. 18 (also 21), iv. 25; dodadds ywe- 
oxére, ii. 36 (dm. Aey.) ; kal viv 08a dAnOds, iii, 17 (only ead voy aida), X. 
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34 (én’ dAnOelas xaradapBdvopar) ; xii. 11, 1h épsopévy BavAz is peculiar to 
Luke, see § 115 a, note d, Luke xxii. 22; mpéyveors, ii. 23 (also 1 Pet. i.2; 
mpoywooxew, 1 Pet. i. 20), cannot be regarded as peculiar to Peter, cf. Rom. 
viii. 29, xi. 2. The antithesis of Jesus’s execution and resurrection, ii. 23, 
ff., ili. 13, ff., iv. 10, v. 30, (not vi. 10,) x. 39, is essentially the same as 
xill. 27, ff. Ebrard finds it also in 1 Pet. i. 19, ff., again(?). mais Geov, 
ili. 13, 26, iv. 27, 30. eds €xpicey "Incody, iv. 27, x. 38. The tam in il. 
38, f., iii. 19, v. 31, is similar to that in xvii. 30, f. The passage, Psalms 
CXvVili. 22, is cited in Acts iv. 11 and 1 Pet. ii. 7, and by Christ himself. 
Faith through Jesus Christ, iii.16, (not v. 31,) 1 Pet. i. 21, unto repent- 
ance, blessedness from repentance, iii. 19, v. 31, 1 Pet. ii. 21 (?), iv. 1, ff. (?). 
miorts T. ovdparos Incod, iii. 16, iv. 12 (only dvopza), 30 (the same), x. 43 (the 
same), cf. ix. 15, f., 21, 27, xxii. 16, xxvi.9. dmoxardaoracts, iii. 21, is, when 
compared with i. 6, ddépOeors, Heb. ix. 11, nothing peculiar. Cf. besides, 
Seyler, Ueber die Reden u. Briefe des Ap. Petr. in Stud. u. Krit. 1832. p. 58, 
ff.: ‘* Paul’s discourses are given more in Luke’s than in Paul’s language ”’ 
(Tholuck, Reden des Ap. Paul. in d. AG. ib. 1839. p. 306, ff.) ; and 
therefore the lingual peculiarities adduced by Ebrard are for the most part 
not sustained: as, dyOpes icpandira: x. of hoBovpevor r. Gedy, xili. 16, 26, 
cf. x. 2,22; yeved, an age, xiii. 36, xiv. 16, cf. xv. 215 6 Beds ds érroince 
T. OUpavoy, K. T.A., XIV. 15, xvii. 24 (1) 5 wdvras, xviii. 21, xxviii. 4, cf. xxi. 
22, Luke iv. 23; éyd yap oi8a, xx. 25 (idod éya oida), 29(ACD. 15. all. 
Vulg. all. éya ofSa) ; pera Saxpiwov, xx. 19 (pera mdons ramrewodbpooons 
x. Saxpvov kK. metpagpev), 31, cf. Mark ix. 24; memoNirevpa ro bed, xxiii. 
1, cf. Phil. i. 275 680s, religion, xiv. 16 (rats ddots avray is different), xxii. 
4, xxiv. 14, cf. ix. 2, xix. 9, 23, xxiv. 22. Introduction of short, pregnant, 
established expressions of Paul by ér, xiv. 22, xvii. 3 (orat. var., as i. 4). 
The frequent cat viv, cai ravdy, xili. 11, xvii. 30 (merely raviy), xx. 22, 25, 
32, (also xxii. 16, xxvi. 6,) xxvii. 22. The simple raviy without xai in 
Peter only, iv. 29 (xatraviy). But xai viv also iii. 17, x. 5, xvi. 37, xxiii. 
21; xat raviv also v. 38. xabapds éyo — post-position of éya without cop- 
ula (?) — xx. 26 (drt xadapds — BCDE ei). That some accordance with 
Paul is to be expected from the Paulinian Luke is manifest. Much, however, 
that is adduced is erroneous, or proves nothing, ©. g. yapiterOa, to compas- 
sionate, in God’s relation to man, xxv. (not xxvi.) 16 (also 11), xxvii. 24 
(not 23), cf. Rom. viii. 32, 2 Cor. ii. 7, 10 (not 12), xii. 13, Gal. iii. 18, &c. ; 
for there it is used exactly like iii. 14 (in xv. 16 it does not occur). dmo- 
Body uxis, Xxvil. 22, and Rom. xi. 15 (only dwoBoAn). dmpdoxoros, xxiv. 
16, and 1 Cor. x. 32 (different), Phil. i. 10. The use of sas in xiii. 10, 
xx. 19, xxii. 1, but also in xvii. 11, xxiv. 3, xxviii.31, Jas. is 2, 1 Pet. ii. 
18. 1d oméppa kar’ érayyeXiay (these do not belong together) xiii. 23, also 
32 (ryv erayyediay), is a purely Pauline thought (Rom. ix.). The time be- 
fore Christ a time of dyvoia, xiii. 27 (is parallel with iii. 17), xvii. 30, Rom. 
ii. 4(?), x. 3 (2), and many others. 
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Credibility. 


§ 115 e. 


If it be correct to derive the chief part of the historic mat- 
ter of the book from written sources, its credibility is secured 
from the suspicion of one-sided arbitrariness." However, the 
demonstrable mistakes (§ 114) show that examination is not 
superfluous ; and, as regards the narratives of miracles, sus- 
picion cannot fail of being excited by the circumstance that 
some contain what is inconceivable (ii. 5, ff.), some what 
shocks our moral sense (v. 1, ff), and some vary on being 
repeated (cf. ix. 7 with xxii. 9; ver. 29, f. with xxii. 17, f). 
Ignorance of Jewish history and customs appears in y. 36, f., 
x, 28. 


® Baur’s suspicions, expressed in his Abh. tib. Zweck u. Veranlassung des 
Rom. Br. (cf. Kling, in Stud. u. Kr. 1837. p. 290, ff.), detailed more fully 
in his work, Paulus der Ap. J. Chr. 1845, have little critical worth, for he 
pays no regard to the sources used, even where the eyewitness speaks, Acts 
xvi. 16, ff., and leaves his readers in the dark on this point. ‘“.... By 
this, however, the possibility (?) must not be excluded of its being based on 
previous works, collections, narratives, journals, as for instance that from 
Luke’s hand of Paul’s last journey. That it (the Acts) bears on its front 
the name of Luke (?) presupposes, first, merely the opinion that.... (it) 
can have originated only in the Apostle’s vicinity. But it must also be con- 
sidered that the author himself, to whom we ascribe the Acts in its present 
form, must have shared this opinion, for only thus can we explain why, in 
passages in whose connection Luke is mentioned by name, (where are these 
passages !) he used the communicative form of address.’’ Paulus, etc., p. 12. 
The assertion, that the Paul of the Acts is another than that of the Pauline 
Epistles (p. 10, cf. Schneckend. p. 150), is an exaggeration, and it is too bold 
to doubt the truth of facts attested by an eyewitness, xxi. 20, ff. Paul him- 
self attests his high regard for the Jewish nation and law, Rom. ix. 3, ff. ; 
that he would not do away the essence of the law, Rom. iii. 31 ; the priority 
of the Jews in respect of the Gospel, Rom. i. 16, iii. 1, ff.; his spirit 
of accommodation, 1 Cor. ix. 20. 


Date of Composition. 
§ 116. 


As the narrative closes in the second year of Paul’s im- 
prisonment (xxviii. 80), and makes no mention of his death, 
29 
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the composition is usually supposed to have taken place in 
that year, and the work to be incomplete. Both are incor- 
rect. The Gospel was probably written after the destruction 
of Jerusalem (§ 101 c) ; the Acts still later;* and therefore 
the farther history of the Apostle cannot have been unknown 
to the author. ‘T’he ground of his silence lay in the work 
from which he drew, which, while it extended only so far, 
yet led him to the end that he had in view (§113 a). That 
the author designed adding yet a third part is an arbitrary 
assumption (Heinrichs, Credner). 

« The passage viii. 26, even if it refer to the destruction of Gaza shortly 
before the Jewish war, mentioned by Josephus, B. J. II. 18. 1 (Hug, Einl. 


I. 23), does not serve to fix the date of the composition. The silence re- 
garding the destruction of Jerusalem can also prove nothing. 


Acceptance in the Church. 
§ 117 a. 


Before Jreneus we find, at the utmost, allusions to Acts, 
but no distinct quotation from it®* But in this Father 
(after 177) the proofs of its acceptance are numerous and 
certain enough.” The book seems to have been less read 
than the Gospels, and therefore less known.° 


a Ignat. Ad Smyrn. c. 3: Mera 6€ rv avdoracw ovvédayev adrois xat 
ovvermev. Cf. Acts x. 41: Olrwes cvvedayoper kal ovverriopev aiT@ pera 7d 
dvaorijvat abrov éx vexp&v. Polycarp, Ad. Philipp. c. 1: “Ov &yecpev 6 beds, 
Avoas ras Sivas rod Gdov. Cf. Acis ii. 24: °Ov 6 beds dvéornce, Adoas ras 
adivas rod Oavdrov. Justin, Dial. c. Tryph. p. 302: Wadnrés yernodpevos 
6 Xpiords. Cf. Acts xxvi. 23: Ei ma@nrds 6 Xpiords. Apol. II. p. 85: "Iov- 
Sato. .... nyvénoay (rov Xpiordy). Cf. Acts xiii. 27: Of yap xaro:Kobyres 
év ‘Iepovoadnp Kat of dpxovres abray rovrov dyvonoavres.... Tatian, Or. 
ce. Graec. p. 144: ’AAN’ odd roy dvavdpacroy Bedy Bapodoxnréov> 5 yap may 
rov avevdens ov ScaBAnréos td’ tpav as évdens. Cf. Acts xvii. 25: Ovde 
ind xetpav avOparav Oepamevera mpoodedpuevos trivés. Other allusions in 
Lardner, Credibility of the Gospel History, II. 1, pp. 13, 45, f, 86, are 
less likely. 

> Tren. Adv. Heres. III. 14. 1: Quoniam autem is Lucas inseparabilis 
fuit a Paullo, et cooperarius ejus in Evangelio, ipse fecit manifestum, non 
glorians, sed ab ipsa productus veritate. Separatis enim, inquit, a Paullo 
et Barnaba et Joanne, qui vocabatur Marcus, et quum navigassent Cyprum, 
nos venimus in Troadem (Act. xv. 39): et quum vidisset Paullus per som- 
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nium virum Macedonem, dicentem: Veniens in Macedoniam opitulare nobis, 
Paulle, statim, ait, quaesivimus proficisci in Macedoniam, intelligentes, quo- 
niam provocavit nos Dominus evangelizare eis. Navigantes igitur a Troade, 
direximus navigium in Samothracen (Act. xvi. 8, sqq.) : et deinceps reliquum 
omnem ipsorum usque ad Philippos adventum diligentur significat, et quem- 
admodum primum sermonem loquuti sunt: Sedentes enim, inquit, loquudi 
sumus mulieribus quae convenerant (ver. 13); et quinam crediderunt, et quam 
multi. Et iterum ait: Nos autem navigavimus post dies azymorum a Phi- 
lippis, et venimus Troadem, ubi et commorati sumus diebus septem (Act. xx. 6). 
Et reliqua omnia ex ordine cum Paullo refert, etc. Ibid. §2..... In Mileto 
convocatis episcopis et presbyteris, qui erant ab Epheso .... multa testifi- 
cans eis et dicens quae oportet ei Hierosolymis evenire, adjecit (Paulus) : 
scio quoniam jam non videbitis faciem meam, etc. (Act. xx. 17, sqq.). — 
Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons to those in Asia and Phry- 
gia, in Fused. H.E. V. 2: .... Kal drep rady ra Serva Staridevrwy nbyovro, 
xaddamep Sréepavos 6 réAewos pdprus: Kupie, pi) ornons avrois rv dpapriay 
rauTny (Acts vii. 60). Clem. Alex. Strom. V. 588: Kadas nal 6 Aouxas év 
tais mpagect T&v droorcAwy dropynpoveves rdv IlavAov Aéyovra: dvdpes 
"AOnvaiot, x. Tr. A. (Acts xvii. 22). Tertull. De baptismo, c. 10: Adeo post- 
ea in Actis Apostolorum invenimus, quoniam qui Joannis baptismum 
habebant, non accepissent Spiritum sanctum, quem ne auditu quidem nove- 
rant. De jejun. c. 10: Porro cum in eodem commentario Lucae et tertia 
hora orationis demonstretur, sub qua Spiritu s. initiati pro ebriis habebantur, 
et sexta, qua Petrus ascendit in superiora, etc. 

® Chrysost. Hom. I. in Acta Apost.: IoAAocis rotvro rd BiAAloy ovd’ re 
éorl, yropidy dori, obre 6 ypawas avrd cal cuvbels. 


§ 117d. 


Some heretics rejected the Acts, but on arbitrary and dog- 
matic grounds.* By the Catholic Church it has never been 
doubted, and it therefore belongs to the universally accepted 
books.” There appears, however, a slight difference of opin- 
ion regarding the author.° 


* Augustin. De util. cred. c. 2. n.7: Nosti autem, quod auctoris sui 
Manichaei personam in apostolorum numerum inducere molientes, dicunt 
Spiritum s., quem Dominus discipulis suis se missurum esse promisit, per 
ipsum ad nos venisse. Itaque si illos Actus Apostolorum acciperent, in 
quibus adventus s. Spiritus predicatur, non invenirent, quomodo id immis- 
sum esse dicerent. Augustin. Ep. 237. (al. 253.) n.2: Nam quidam Mani- 
chaei canonicum librum, cujus titulus est Actus Apostolorum, repudiant. 
Timent enim evidentissimam veritatem, ubi apparet s. Spiritus missus, qui 
est a Domino Jesu Christo in evangelica veritate promissus. Sub ejus 
quippe Spiritus nomine, a quo penitus alieni sunt, indocta hominum corda 
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decipiunt, mira caecitate asserentes, eandem Domini promissionem in suo 
haeresiarcha Manichaeo esse completam. Quod et illi haeretici faciunt, qui 
vocantur Cataphryges, dicentes per nescio quos insanos, Montanum scilicet 
et Priscillam, quos et .proprios suos prophetas habent, venisse Spiritum s., 
quem Dominus missurum se esse promisit. — Euseb. H. E. IV. 29, on the 
Severians : Xp@vrat pev ody oboe véuw Kal mpopnras Kal evayyediows, iias 
éppnvevovtes tay lepav ra vonpara ypapav:> Braodnpodvyres 8€ LavAoy rov 
amdaroAov, dberovow avrov tas émioroAds, pnde tas mpakes TOY amocroAwy 
karadeyopevos. 

> Euseb. H. E. III. 25, see Part I. § 24. 

¢ Photius, Amphiloch. quaest. 145, in Galland, Bibl. patr. XIII. 722: 
Tov d€ ovyypadéa tay mpakewy of pev KAnpevra Aéyoucs rov ‘Pops, GAdor Be 
BapvdBay, cat GAXou Aovxay rov evayyektotny. J. E. Chr. Schmidt, in the 
Kirchenhist. Archiv, I. 15. 

Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles among the Ebionites. Epiphan. Haeres. 
XXX. §16. Fabric. Cod. apocr. N. T. II. 762. 


CHAPTER VI. 


OF PAUL AND HIS WRITINGS IN GENERAL. 


Chronology of his Life. 


§ 118. 


On.y towards the end of his life do we find pretty well- 
established points for determining the chronology. From 
these we must go backwards, but without always expecting 
entire accuracy. 


Chronological Table. 
A.D. 


64. In the middle of this year the persecution of the Christians broke out 
under Nero. Paul must therefore have gone to Rome not later than 
A. D. 62; otherwise he could not have lived and preached there two 
years. Therefore, 

61 or 62, in the Spring, he arrived at Rome (Acts xxviii. 11-16), and 

60-61, in the Autumn, began his journey towards Rome (Acts xxvii. 1, 9). 
Porcius Festus entered on the government of Judea. Joseph. An- 
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tiqa. XX. 8, 9: opxlov 8€ Syorov saddxou Syrcce wephbevros brs 
Népovos, ol mpwrevovres tév Thy Katcdpeiay xaroixovvroy “lovdainy 
els ry ‘Poyny dvaBalvovot, PyAikos Katyyopodyres* xa mdvros dy 
ededdxnes ripmplay ray els Iovdalovs adiunudrov, ef pi) moAAd avrdv 6 
Népoy rp ddeAdd IdAdavre mapaxaAddcavrs cuvexopnoe, padtora d¢ 
rore Std tins yoy éxeivov. Tacit. Ann. XIV. 65: Eodem anno 
(p. C. 62." P. Mario, L. Asino Coss.) libertorum potissimos veneno 
‘  Iinterfecisse creditus est... . Pallantem, quod immensam pecuniam 
longa senectute detineret. Felix must, therefore, before this year 
have been recalled and tried, and Festus put in his place. Pallas, 
indeed, had long before lost Nero’s favor and been removed from 
_ affairs. Tacit. Ann. XIII. 2.14. On this account Siskind, in Ben- 
gel’s Arch. I. 2. p. 317, and Rettig, Quaest. Philipp. (Giss, 1831) 
p. 43, sqq., date Festus’s succession some years earlier. Probably 
P. had become reinstated in N.’s favor. J. F. Wurm, in the Ttb. 
Zeitschr. 1833.1. 12, ff. Rud. Anger, De tempp. in Act. App. ratione 
(L. 1833) p. 96 sqq. — Josephus’s journey to Rome in his twenty- 
sixth year, about A. D. 62 or 63, points to about the same time. 
De vita, § 3. 

58 or 59. Two years before P. Festus’s induction Paul was imprisoned at 
Jerusalem (Acts xxiv. 27). At that time Felix had already been 
procurator many years (Acts xxiv. 10); he entered upon his office, 
however, A. D. 53 (Joseph. Antiqq. XX. 7.1. B. Jud. II. 12. 8, in 
opposition to which Tacitus, Ann. XII. 54, .... jam pridem Judaeae 
impositus ...., is in error), about the same time with Agrippa’s trans- 
ference from Chalcis to the tetrarchate of Philip, after the twelfth 
year of Claudius. 

— —. After Easter of this year Paul departs from Philippi and arrives 
at Jerusalem, at Pentecost (Acts xx. 6, 16, xxi. 17). 

He had previously tarried three months in Achaia (Acts xx. 8). 

57 or 58. Journey from Ephesus to Macedonia (Acts xx. 1), probably at 
the close of the year. 

He had previously dwelt about three years at Ephesus (Acts xix. 
8, 10, xx. 31); therefore, 

54-655. Arrived at Ephesus (Acts xix. 1). 

Before this, a journey through Galatia and Phrygia (Acts xviii. 
23), and 

Stay in Antioch (Acts xviii. 22), which must have consumed about 
a year. 

53-54. Fourth journey io Jerusalem from Corinth, by way of Ephesus 
(Acts xviii. 18, 22). This journey, according to Kutnoel, Ad Act. 
App., and Schott, Erorterungg. ein. wicht. chrono]. Punkte in d. 


* Cf., against the year 63, borrowed from the current editions of Tacitus, 
Géschen, Bemerkk. z. Chronolog. d. N. T. in Stud. u. Krit. 1831. IV. 728. f. 
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A.D. ; 
Lebensgesch. d. Ap. P. (Jena, 1832), p. 35, ff., was not made, but 


Paul went to Cesarea merely. Opposed to this, see Rickert, Comm. 
lb. d. Br. a. d. Gal. p. 334. 

Before this, a stay of a year and a half at Corinth (Acts xviii. 11) ; 
hence, 

52-53. Arrival at Corinth about contemporaneously with the expulsion of 
the Jews from Rome (Sueton. In Claud. c. 25, Acts xviii. 1), which 
took place in the period from A.D, 48 to 54. Wurm, as above, 
p. 49. Anger, l. c. 116, sqq. 

Before this, 

51-52. The second missionary journey (Acts xv. 36 — xviii. 1). 

50-51. The third journey to. Jerusalem, to the assembly of the Apostles 
(Acts xv. 2, ff.) 

Previously : — 
(1) The first missionary journey (Acts xiii. and xiv.). 
Before this, at the time 

44. Of Agrippa’s death (Acts xii. 23, cf. Joseph., Antiqq. XIX. 8. 2). 

44~45. The second journey to Jerusalem (Acts xi. 30), after 

43 or 44. A stay of one year at Antioch (Acts xi. 25, ff), and, 

41—42 (or 42-43). An undetermined, perhaps two years’, stay at Tarsus 
(Acts ix. 30). 

40 or 41 (41 or 42). First journey to Jerusalem, three years after his con- 
version (Gal. i. 18, Acts ix. 26). 

37 or 38 (38 or 39). His conversion, fourteen years (Gal. ii. 1) before his 
journey to Jerusalem, A. D. 50 or 51 (Acts xv.). 


But the interval between the last two events is too great. That especially 
between A. D. 44 or 45 and 51 or 52 is not sufficiently filled up. Hence, 
the change in the reading of Gal. il. 1 from 81a Sexarecodpewv to did reood- 
pov, proposed by Grotius, Capellus, &c., and lately adopted by Guertke 
(Beitr. p. 85), Kiichler (De anno quo P. conversus est L. 1828), Wurm (as 
above, p. 59, ff), may appear probable. We must then, however, set the 
‘data in Acts xv. 2, xv. 36-xviii. 1, farther back, and reckon the four 
years from the first journey to Jerusalem (Gal. i. 18), so that the conversion 
would fall about A. D. 40, and the journey in Acts xv. 2 about A. D. 47. 
But this calculation is again disturbed by the journey in Acts xi. 30, A. D. 
44 or 45, because the time between the first journey to Jerusalem (which 
took place A. D. 43) and the second (A. D. 44 or 45) is too short to include 
Paul’s stay at Tarsus and Antioch (Kiichler considers the stay in Tarsus as 
of several years’ duration ; while Schrader [Der Ap. Paulus, 1 Th. L. 1830. 
p- 60] considers it quite short). According to Keil (De defin. temp. itineris 
P. Hierosolym. Gal. ii. I. commemorati in Pott, Syllog. III. 68), Hanlein, 
Bertholdt, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, Fritzsche (Fritzsch. Opuscc. p. 224, sqq.), 
Béttger (Beitr. IIT. 12, ff.), and others, the journey in Acts xi. 30 is one 
and the same with that mentioned in Gal. ii. 1. They reckon it, however, 
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differently: Hdnlein fourteen years after the conversion, Bertholdé and Kui- 
noel four years after the same (manifestly too early), Heinrichs four, years 
after the first journey. J. HE. Chr. Schmidt (Chronol. d. AG. in Kesl’s and 
Tzschirner’s Anal. III. 137) sets this journey wholly aside, regarding it as 
identical with that in Gal. i. 18. Schrader, I.'72, ff, 120, II. 299, ff, places 
the journey in Gal. ii. 1 before Acts xx. 2. 

If we retain the reading d:a dexarecodpwy, We must assume a pretty early 
date for the conversion; that above given, A. D. 37 or 38 (or, if the year of 
the journey be included in the fourteen years, A. D. 38 or 39), the fourth or 
fifth after Jesus’s death, would be the earliest possible. The circumstance, 
that when Paul escaped from Damascus (2 Cor. xi. 32, Acts ix. 25) the 
ethnarch of Aretas, king of Arabia, was in command at Damascus, contrib- 
utes very little to the determination of the year of Paul’s conversion, as it is 
not yet proved that this resulted from an invasion (Wurm, p. 27, Anger, p. 
180; on the other side, Win. Art. Aret., Guertke, Einl. 336, who considers 
this invasion as a fact, about the time of the Roman expedition against A. 
in A. D. 37, and finds in it a settled point for the calculation of the Apostle’s 
chronology). The passage 2 Cor. xii. 2 can also contribute nothing to the 
determination of the year of Paul’s conversion, for it is not likely that Paul 
meant here the vision narrated in Acts ix. 

The different determinations of the year of Paul’s conversion given by 
chronologists are: Eusebius, A. D. 33, the year of Christ’s death ; Baronius, 
A. D. 34, two years after Jesus’s death; Usserius, Pearson, Hug, A. D. 35, 
two years after; Calvisius, A.D. 34, one year after; Spanheim, A. D. 39 
or 40; Bengel, A. D. 31, one year after; Vogel (Vers. tiber chrono]. Stand- 
punkte, &c., in Gabler’s Journ. f. auserl. theol. Litt. I. 2), A. D. 33, two 
years after ; Siskind, as above, A. D. 32, that of Jesus’s death; Eschhorn, 
A. D. 37 or 38, five years after; Schmidt, A.D.41; Hdnlein, between 36 and 
38 (Jesus’s death A. D. 33); Bertholdt, A.D. 40; Heinrichs, A. D. 37, four 
years after ; Kuinoel, A. D. 40, seven years after; Schrader, A.D. 39, four 
years after; Hemsen (D. Ap. Paulus, Gott. 1830), A.D. 35; Schott (Isag.), 
A.D. 40 or 41; (Erorterungg.), A. D. 37-39 (year of Jesus’s death, 33). 
Meyer (Comm. tib, d. AG.), A. D. 35 (Jesus’s death, A. D. 31). Cf. the ta- 
bles drawn up by Gischen, Anger, as above, Olshausen, Comm. IT. 550, ff. 

Several dissenting and paradoxical views presented by Kdéhler (Vers. tib. 
d. Abfassungesz. d. epistol. Schriften im N. T. u. d. Apokal. L. 1830) and 
Schrader, are examined by Schott (Erorterungg., &c.), Wurm, Anger, as 
above. 


History of Pauls Life. — His Descent and Culture. 
§ 119 a. 


Paul — so called as missionary of the faith to the heathen 
(Acts xiii. 9 - xxviii, 1 Thess. i. 1, and often), his original 
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name being Saul (Acts vii. 58 — xiii. 9") — was born” at 
Tarsus in Cilicia (Acts ix. 11, xxi. 39, xxii: 3), of Jewish par- 
ents of the tribe of Benjamin (Phil. iii. 5), and with the 
rights of a Roman citizen (Acts xvi. 37, xxii. 27, f.).° 


a Jerome, Catal. c. 5: Quumque primum ad praedicationem ejus Sergius 
Paulus proconsul Cypri credidisset, ab eo, quod eum Christi fidei subegerat, 
sortitus est nomen Paulus (?). This double nomenclature is best explained 
by the custom of the Jews, especially of such as were Roman citizens, to bear 
double (Roman) names (cf. Acts xii. 12, 25, xiii. 1, Col. iv.11). That in 
the Acts. he is at first called Saul, and afterwards Paul, comes from his being 
known by the latter name as Apostle among the heathen Christians ; and the 
introducing it in xiii. 9 is occasioned by the first act of apostolic power on 
the part of him who had hitherto been but a missionary. Win. RWB. II. 
350. Neand. Gesch. d. Pflanzung, etc., I. 135. For other opinions, see 
Wits. Meletem. Leid. p.47. Kuinoel, Ad Acta, xiii. 9. 

» The statement in Jerome, |.c.: .... de tribu Benjamin et oppido Ju- 
daeae Giscalis fuit, quo a Romanis capto, cum parentibus suis Tarsum Cili- 
ciae commigravit, — contradicts the Apostle’s own statement, Acts xxii. 3. 

¢ On the origin of this right of citizenship, see Cellar. De Pauli Ap. Rom. 
civit. (Dissertatt. P. II., Ugolint, Thesaur. T. XXII.), and other writings, 
adduced by Wolf, Cur. philol. Ad Acta xxii. 28. Kuinoel, Ad Acta xvi. 37. 
That all inhabitants of ‘Tarsus were Roman citizens cannot be proved from 
Dio Chrysost. in Tarsica poster. II. 36. ed. Reiske (cf. Eichhorn, III. 3), 
and is improbable from Acts xxi. 39, xxii. 24. 


§ 1190. 


Paul in his youth did not profit by the Greek culture 
which flourished at Tarsus. He went early to Jerusalem 
{Acts xxii. 3),* where he received, under Gamaliel, a phari- 
saico-rabbinic training, the stamp of which his writings bear. 
He seems, however, to have subsequently, perhaps during 
his stay at Tarsus (Acts ix. 30), become acquainted with 
Greeco-Jewish learning.” Although destined, as it seems, 
for a scholar, he acquired, according to the Jewish custom, 
a trade, that of tent-maker (axnvotroves.)° He was never 
married (1 Cor. vii. 7).* 

* Against Eichhorn, II. 9, Hemsen, p. 6, see Tholuck, Ein]. Bemerkk. 
in d. Stud. d. paul. Br., Stud. u. Krit. 1835. p. 365, f. 

> Thalemann, De eruditione Pauli jud., non Graeca. Lips. 1769. 4to., 


against the exaggerated opinions of the older writers, e. g. Strobach, De 
eruditione Pauli Apostoli. Lips. 1708. 8vo. Schramm, De stupenda eruditione 
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Pauli Apostoli. Herb. 1710. 4to, and many others. But compare Henke, 
on Paley, Horae Paulin. p. 449, ff. Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, IT. 15, ff, 
50, ff. Traces of Greek reading: 1 Cor. xv. 33(?), Tit. i. 12(%), Acts 
xvii. 28. 

© Cf. Hug, Einl. Il. 328, Eichhorn, TII. 8, who, however, erroneously 
limit his trade to Cilician haircloth. 

4 On the other hand, the opinion that he was married, based on Phil. iv. 
3, 1 Cor. ix. 5. Clem. Alex. Strom. III. 448. Fused. H.E. Ill. 20. 


Paul's Entrance into Christian History. 


§ 120. 

In consequence of his pharisaic culture, he appeared on 
the stage as a zealot for the law of his fathers and as a per- 
secutor of the young Christian Church (Acts vii. 58 = viii. 3, 
ix. 2). But a mysterious occurrence on the road to Da- 
mascus (Acts ix. 3, ff, xxii. 6, ff, xxvi. 13, ff, 1 Cor. xv. 8, 
ix. 1),* in conjunction with an internal revelation (Gal. i. 
15, £1), converted him into a confessor and proclaimer of 
Christ ; so that when, after spending some time in Arabia, 
he returned to Damascus (Gal. i. 17), he drew persecution 
on himself (Acts ix. 23 - 25, 2 Cor. xi. 32, f.). After a brief 
interview with two Apostles in Jerusalem he withdrew to 
Cilicia (Acts ix. 26-30, Gal. i. 18-21), where Barnabas 
sought him out and took him to Antioch, there to work in 
company with himeelf (Acts xi. 25). 

The sudden revolution in his mode of thinking is at first view 
the more remarkable, as the formerly strict Pharisee appre- 
hended Christianity with a freer spirit than almost any other 
disciple, and loosed it from all the bands of Judaism except- 
ing the rabbinic mode of using Scripture, and the eschatol- 
ogy. However, many psychologic reasons may be shown ;° 
and the passionate aberration to which his zeal for the Law 
drove him explains how, when he once acknowledged the 
truth, he acknowledged the whole truth, and placed himself 
in the distinctest opposition to Judaism. 

® Natural explanations given by Ammon, De repentina Sauli ad doctrinam 
Christi conversione (Opusc. theol. p. 1), cf. Eichhorn, Ueb. d. Bekehrung 


d. Ap. Paul., Allg. Bibl. VI. 1, ff.; Greiling, Hist. psychol. Versuch, &c. 
30 
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(Henke’s Theol. Arch. III. 2) ; Heinrichs, Exc. V. ad Act. Apost.; Schra- 
der, II. 93, ff. Others are adduced by Kuinoel, Ad Act. ix. Opposed to 
these, Bengel, Die Bekehr. d. Ap. Paul. Tiib. 1827. Neand. Gesch. d. 
Pflanz., &c., I. 147, ff. The objective representation of the conversion 
given in Acts has, no doubt, its truth in a subjective occurrence, as Acts 
xxii. 17, 2 Cor. xii. 1, ff. 

» Schrader, II. 161, f., and others, suppose that he preached in Cilicia. 
Cf. Acts xv. 23, 41. 

¢ Cf. Neand. I. 103, f., and Tholuck’s (as above, p. 377) reference to 
Gamaliel’s liberal style of thought. 


Paul’s Missionary Journeys. 


§ 121 a. 


The church at Antioch, where he labored with other 
Hellenistic teachers, became the mother-church of that 
Christianity which was to embrace the world and compre- 
hend all men. She sent him and Barnabas forth on a mis- 
sionary journey to Cyprus, Pamphylia, Pisidia, and Lycao- 
nia. At first they addressed the Jews, but on being re- 
jected by them, turned to the heathen. They established 
mixed churches of Jews and Gentiles (Acts xiii., xiv.). As 
a counter action subsequently arose on the part of the Ju- 
daistic Christians in Judea, some of whom excited opposi- 
tion to Paul and Barnabas in Antioch, they went to 
Jerusalem to obtain the countenance of the church there. 
Their mission was successful (Acts xv., Gal. ii. 1-10).* 

Hereupon Paul, without Barnabas, took his second mis- 
sionary journey, through Syria, Cilicia, Lycaonia, Phrygia, 
Galatia, Macedonia, and Achaia. In Achaia he made a 
lengthened stay, thence journeyed to Jerusalem, to a festival, 
and returned to Antioch (Acts xv. 36—xviii. 22). During 
this journey he established churches in Galatia (Acts xvi. 
6), Thessalonica, Philippi, and Corinth; and in the last- 
mentioned city wrote his Epistles to the Thessalonians. 

* Keil (p. 214) and others regard this journey as the one mentioned in 
Acts xi. 30. The majority, however, accept the above theory (see Winer, 
Exc. I]. ad ep. ad Gal., Meyer, on Gal. ii. 1, my Exeg. Hdb. ib.), and 


either suppose the ‘Apontla to pass over that journey in silence, or regard it 
as not having taken place. 
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» Luke is silent on this point; however, the words, cwAvbévres brd rod 
dylov mvevparos AaAjoa dy Adyov év rH Acig (Asia proconsulari) do not 
contradict it. 


§ 121d. 


After a stay in Antioch, Paul took a third journey, to 
Galatia and Phrygia, to strengthen the churches which he 
had founded there (Acts xviii. 23), and then took up his 
abode at Ephesus, where he remained more than two years 
(Acts xix.).* Here probably he wrote his Epistle to the Ga- 
latians, and, towards the close of his residence, the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians. Hereupon he went to Mace- 
donia and Achaia, and remained three months at Cor- 
inth (Acts xx. 1, 2). Before his arrival there he wrote 
the Second Epistle to the Corinthians, and at Corinth the 
Epistle to the Romans. During this period he exerted him- 
self greatly to raise a contribution in aid of the Christians 
at Jerusalem (Acts xxiv. 17, 1 Cor. xvi. 1, ff, 2 Cor. viii. f, 
Rom. xv. 20, ff). 

« In regard to the journey to Corinth, which the Acts has not mentioned, 
and some writers have supplied, see § 132 a, note a. 


Paul's Arrest. 


§ 121c. 


In the spring of this year he went from Philippi by way of 
Troas to Miletus, and thence through Tyre, Ptolemais, and 
Ceesarea to Jerusalem (Acts xx. 3-xxi. 16), where, in spite 
of a precautionary measure and of his defence before his 
countrymen, he incurred the hatred of the Jews, and was 
imprisoned (Acts xxi. 17-xxii. 29). In vain he defended 
himself before the Sanhedrim and the procurator Felix, who 
kept him in prison two years at Ceesarea (Acts xxi. 30- xxiv. 
27). Receiving no justice even from Festus, the successor of 
Felix, he found himself compelled to appeal to the Emperor, 
and was accordingly carried a prisoner to Rome, where he 
remained two years before his case was decided (Acts xxv. — 
xxviii.). Here he wrote his Epistles to Philemon, the Colos- 
stans, and the Philippians, and it is commonly supposed also 
the Epistle to the Ephesians. 
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Paul’s Second Imprisonment at Rome, and Execution. 


§ 122 a. 


Several Church Fathers, and even Eusebius, represent the 
Apostle as suffering martyrdom in Nero’s persecution of the 
Christians Eusebius asserts, on the authority of a Church 
tradition, that before this time he was liberated from the 
imprisonment at Rome, mentioned in Acts, under Nero. 


@ Euseb. H. E. Il. 25: Kparasoupéms 8° fn ro Népw rie apxis -.-. 
Kar aurjs amAifero ris els roy ray dAwy Gedy evoeBeias ..... Tovrov dé 
maddy 6 ‘Pwpaios TepruAdcavis .... pympovevet. . . . . Tavry your ovros Oeo- 
paxos €v rois pdadwora mp&ros avaxnpuyGeis, emt tas Kata tev drocrdéhov 
érypOn ocayds. IatAos 81 ody én’ adtiis “Pouns riyv xehadny arorpnOnva, 
xal Ilérpos @rattwas dvacxohomioOnva xat avrévicropodyra. Kai morodrai 
ye Tv loropiay 7 Tlérpov xat Ilavdov eis Seipo xparnoaga émi ray airdée xoe- 
pyTnpiov spéapnois. Ovdey 5° Frrov kal éxxAnoiactixds avjp I'dios dpropa, 
kata Zeupwoy ‘Pwpaiwy yeyovas éricxonoy (about A. D. 196), ds 8% Ipé- 
KAM THs Kata Dpvyas mpoiorapevy yvopuns eyypados SiadexGeis, abra 37 ravra 
wept ray rémev év0a ray elpnuevav droordAwy Ta lepa oxhvopara KataréOerrat, 
gnoiy: ‘’Eyd d¢ ra rpémaa ray droorédwv éxw Sei~a. *Eav yap Oehnoys 
dmedOeciy ext rov Bartxavdy,  éxi ray 6ddx Thy ’Qorlay, eipncres Td rpémraa 
ray ravtny iSpucapévey ri éxxAnciay.”’ (‘* Strictly speaking, this is only 
a proof that the Apostle suffered here during this persecution ; the place of 
martyrdom is the Christian’s token of victory, even although it was not his 
burial-place.”’ Description of Rome by Platner, Bunsen, etc., II. 1. 52. 
‘¢ This is the more probable, as, according to other accounts, the bones of 
the Apostle, pretended to have been found in the Catacombs, were first trans- 
ferred to his grave between A. D. 260 and 330, when the Constantinian Ba- 
silica enclosed it. Eusebius, however, manifestly understood the words of 
Caius to refer to the graves of the Apostles.’? Baur, Paul. etc., p. 237.) 
‘Os 8€ cai xard rév airy dude xatpdy euapripnoay, KopiOlav énioxoros 
Acovyacas (about A. D. 170) éyypddas ‘Popators 6uidav, SSE wos mapiory- 
ow. “Tabra (ravrp) kal ipeis, dia ris rocairys voubecias, riv ard Lérpou 
kat IlavAov dyrelay yevnOeioay ‘Pwopaiwy re cal Kopwilwy cuvexepdcare. 
Kal -yap dude xat els tiv jyerépay KépwOov urevoarres Hpas, spots édida- 
Eay* dpotws 82 xal es riyy “Iradiay udce diddkavres, euapripnoay Kata Toy 
avrov xaupéx.”’ Tertull. Seorpiace, c. 15: Orientem fidem Romae primus 
Nero cruentavit. Tunc Petrus ab altero cingitur, quum cruci adstringitur. 
Tune Paulus civitatis Romanae consequitur nativitatem, quum illic martyrii 
renascitur generositate. De praescript. c. 36: Habes Romam.... ubi Pe- 
trus passioni dominicae adaequatur, Paulus Johannis exitu coronatur. 
Buse. Chron. ed. Maj. et Zohrab. p. 375: Nero ad cetera scelera persecu- 
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tionem quoque Christianorum primus adjunxit, sub quo videlicet Petrus et 
Paulus Apostoli martyrium Romae consummaverunt. Lactant. De mort. 
persecut. c. 2: Cumque jam Nero imperaret, Petrus Romam advenit.... 
convertit multos ad justitiam, Deoque templum fidele ac stabile collocavit. 
Qua re ad Neronem delata cum animadverteret .... magnam multitudinem 
deficere a cultu idolorum .... ut erat exsecrabilis ac nocens tyrannus, pro- 
silivit ad excidendum coeleste templum .... et primus omnium persecutus 
Dei servos Petrum cruci affixit et Paulum interfecit. Sulpit. Sever. Hist. s. 
II. 29: Hoc initio in Christianos saeviri coeptum. Post etiam datis legibus 
religio vetabatur, palamque edictis propositis Christianum esse non licebat. 
Tum Paulus ac Petrus capitis damnati, quorum uni cervix gladio desecta, 
Petrus crucem sublatus eat (Tum refers back to initio, as Wurm, in the 
Tub. Ztschr. 1833, I. 83, correctly remarks, contrary to Schott, Erért. p. 120). 
Euthalius, in Millis N. T. ed. Kiister, p. 252: Meréwesra 8€ xadoAsxdy éxi- 
ynoe Sterypoy ard roy xptoriavay, kal ovrws Kara réy droordAay émnpOn 
opayds. Syncell, Chron. p. 339: Népoy mparos xara ypioriavdy xuynoas 
Storypdy ....— ad’ dy Iérpos xal Datdos éuapripnoay of Geios drdoroAot, 
wodAods Kal dAovs xptoriavay aveire, rAelovas éexdibéas. Also Ps. Abdias 
(Hist. Apost. in Fabric. Cod. apocr. N. T. II. 454) represents the Apostle 
as dying in the first and only imprisonment. 

> H. EL II. 22: Tére pév ody drodoynodpevoy adfis éni rhy rod enpvyparos 
Siaxovlay Adyos Exes orelAacGas roy dréarodoy + Sevrepov 8° émBdvra 17 airj 
wédet, TH kar’ adrdv (Népwva) relecwOjvas papruplp’ dv J deapois éxdpevos 
riv mpos TepdGeor Seurépay émorodiy ouyrdrret, duod onpaivey rv Te mpore- 
pav avr@ ‘yevoueyny drrodoylay Kal rv wapamdéas redeloow. A€yov 8: rat 
rovray ras alrov papruplas. ‘*’Ev rf mpory pov,” dnoly, “ drodoyla ovdeis 
pos cupmrapeyevero, GANG mdvres pe eyxaréduroy’ pr) avrois AoyioOein* 5 dé 
rupids poe rapéorn cal dveduvdpoce pe, iva de éuod rd xnpvypa mAnpodopnby 
Kai dxovowos mdvra ra 6yn + nal éppvaGny ex ordparos Adovros.”? adds se 
raplarnos dia rovrey, Sr: 8¢ rd mpdrepor, ds Ay rd xnpvypa 1d 80 abrod mAn- 
pobein, éppvc6n éx ordparos Aéovros, roy Népwra ratty os foe dia rd dyd- 
Oupov wporeray: obxody éfis mpooébexe mapanAnotdy tt, rd piceral pe ék 
ordparos héovros. “Edpa ydp ro mvevpars thy doov oftrw péAXovcay adrov 
redeurny. Ato dnow emadrdyov ro “Kal éppvcOnv ex oroparos A€ovros,” Td 
‘6 Svoeral pe 6 KUptos awd mavrés Epyou rovnpov Kal odce: els riv BactAelay 
avrov thy éroupdmoy,”’ onpalvov rd mapautixa papripioy..... Taira d¢ 
jpiv elpnrar, maptorapévors Ors pr) Kad” fy 6 Aovrds dveypawev emt ris ‘Pons 
emdnpiay rov TlavAov, rd paprupioy alr ouverepdv6n. So also Hieron. De 
script. eccles. c. 5, and Euthakus, |. c. 


§ 122. 


But if the Apostle perished in the persecution under 
Nero, the chronology (§ 118) allows no interval for his re- 
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lease from the first imprisonment and for a second. As we 
find, before the time of Eusebius, but one, and that a very 
uncertain, support, in Clement of Rome, for this supposed 
tradition ;* as Origen is totally ignorant of it; as, more- 
over, Eusebius, in support of his statement, appeals quite 
too emphatically to 2 Timothy, — we seem constrained to 
regard it as a supposition of his own, made after the example 
of some other Father. 


a Ep. 1. ad Corinth. c.5: Iérpos 8a C7iAov Gédixoy ody’ Eva ode S00, ddAa 
mAclovas trépewev movous, kal orm paprupnoas éropevbn eis tov Geshopevoy 
roroy ris Soéns. Ara CyArov 6 Llavddos tropovys BpaBetoy améoyxev, éwraxis 
deapa hopéaas, paBdiodels, ABacbeis > xnpv& yevopevos Ev re TH avaroA7 kai 
év ti Svaet, Td yevvaioy THs micrews aiTov KAéos EAaBev- Sixaroovyny dddEas 
GAov roy Kocpoy, Kai emi rd réppa ris Siaews eAOdy, kai paprupnoas 
emt TOY HryoUpeveav, OUTWS amnAAdyy Tov KoTpoV, Kal eis Tov dytoy ToroY Erro- 
pevOn, tmopovins yevopevos péeytoros tmoypaypos. By réppa r. 8. Spain is 
understood, and by s;youpévors the administrators of the empire, Helios and 
Polycletos, appointed during Nero’s absence ; and thus Paul’s death is fixed 
in the latest part of Nero’s reign (Heidenreich, Pastoral. Br. II. 15). The 
latter expression is understood more correctly by Neander, AG. I. 390, 
Schott, Erérterung. p. 129, as a general expression for the mighty of the 
earth (Matt. x. 18); and that rd répyza r. 5. cannot refer to Spain is shown 
by the connection; for the three clauses, tmopovys ... . dméaxev, Td yev. 

. . AaBev, amnAdayn, x. T.A., are co-ordinated, and the participles be- 
longing to them all refer to the same factum. Consequently, ev rj dvce 
and émt rd réppa tis Sucews €AOwy indicate the same thing, while the rela- 
tive réppa may without difficulty be regarded as a strong rhetorical expres- 
sion for the far-east terminus of the Apostle’s course (cf. Rom. xv.19). See 
Schenkel, Ueb. d. zweite Gefangensch. d. Ap. Paul. in Stud. u. Krit. 1841. 
p. 77 (with whom I cannot quite agree in taking the expression in its sud- 
jective sense), cf. Schrader, J. 235. Baur, Ttib. Zeitschr. 1831. IV. 148, 
ff. Clement wrote before the destruction of Jerusalem (Schenkel, p. 65), 
and cannot, therefore, mention Paul’s martyrdom as later than in Nero’s 
persecution ; but for that very reason it is not probable that he, like later 
writers (Athanas. ad Dracont. ep. T. I. p. 956. Cyrili. Hieros. catech. 
XVII. 3), refers to and rests on Rom. xv. 24, because of the Apostle’s jour- 
ney to Spain. On the other hand, Dionysius’s assertion, that Peter 
preached in Corinth, may well have originated in 1 Cor. i. 12.—In Mura- 
tori’s Fragm. on the Canon (Part I. § 21), another trace of the journey 
to Spain is found: “ Acta autem omnium apostolorum sub uno libro scripta 
sunt Lucas optime Theophile comprehendit, qui sub praesentia ejus singula 
gerebantur, sicut et semote passionem Petri evidenter declarat, sed profec- 
tionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis. Cf. Hug, I. 124. 
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® In Eused. III. 1: Ti def wept Wavdcu A€yew dd ‘IlepoveaAnp péxps rod 
"TAAvpixod merAnpaxdros rd ebayyéAtov rou Xptorod, kal vorepov év tH ‘Pdun 
€ri Népavos pepaprupnkdros ; 

* And indeed, perhaps, as Gischen, Schluss zu Hemsen, p. 741, and 
Schrader, I. 252, suppose, for the purpose of harmonizing his false chronol- 
ogy — according to which he places the carrying away of the Apostle from 
Cesarea in the fourteenth year of Claudius, and his arrival at Rome in the 
first of Nero — with Acts and with the fact that Paul suffered martyrdom 
under Nero. Something, however, yet remains unexplained. Cf. Wurm, 
as above, p. 94. It is worthy of note that the apocryphal Acta App. know 
nothing of a second imprisonment. See Fabric. Cod. apocr. II. 452, sqq. 
Acta Petr. et Paul. ed. Thilo, Hal. 1837, 1838. Against the theory of a 
second imprisonment there are, besides Baur, Gischen, Schenkel, Schrader : 
Schmidé and Eichhorn in their Einl. E. F. R. Wolf, De altera Pauli captivi- 
tate. Lips. 1819-21. Hemsen, p. 707, ff. Winer, RWB. II. 260,f. Reuss, 
Gesch. d. Schr. d. N. T. § 64. Matthid, Pastoralbr. p. 185, ff., 593, f. ; of 
the older writers, Petavius, Lardner. In favor of it: Bertholdt, Einl. V. 
2746, f. Mynster, K]. theol. Schr. p. 291, f. Heidenreich, Pastoralbr. II. 
6, ff. Guerike, Beitr. p. 121. Bohl, Abfass. d. Br.an Tim. u. Tit. p. 91, ff 
Kihler, Abfassungsz. d. epist. Schr. p. 109, ff. Wurm, as above. Kling, 
Anh. z. Filatt’s Vorless. tib. d. Br. P. an Tim. u. Tit. p. 545, f., 590, ff, 
cf. however p. 615. Neander, as above, p. 528, ff. Schott, Isag. p. 198, f., 
Erort. p. 116, ff Credner, p. 317. Neudecker, p. 397, ff. 


Paul's Epistles. 
§ 123 a. 


The letters of the Apostle are the most important mon- 
uments of the early Christian times, although almost all 
refer to subjects of special, and in part ephemeral, interest. 
They are the true expression of a great mind, and both in their 
contents and style of writing bear a distinct literary stamp ;* 
hence the theory of Bolten and Bertholdt, that they were 
composed in Aramaic, has not the slightest likelihood. The 
genuineness of the most important of them is beyond all 
dispute, and they form the solid kernel of the collected writ- 
ings of the New Testament. Antiquity, with one consent, 
accepted thirteen Epistles of Paul as genuine; only the 
fourteenth, that to the Hebrews, was disputed.” Modern 
criticism has started doubts against but a few of them, the 
strongest against the so-called pastoral letters and that to 
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the Ephesians. Their arrangement in the manuscripts and 
editions of. the New Testament rests on an arbitrary dispo- 
sition of the rank of the communities and persons to whom 
they are addressed. We prefer to arrange them according 
to the chronology of their composition. 


@ Wholly, or in the main, peculiar ideas, words, and idioms: dy:wovwn, 
dyabwotvn, Sixalwois, Stxaiwpa, Stxaroovwn, Sixatodcba, KxaradAdocey, Ka- 
TadAayn, pecitns, viobecia, dvOpwmos madatds, GvOp. xavds, xriots awn, xa- 
ptopa, contrast of riorts and ydpos, of odp£ and mvedpa, évdver Oar, éxdverPat 
in the tropical sense, xepady of Christ, cAjots, oixodopn, pyornpiov, od Oédw 
vpas ayvoeiv, GéAw tyas eldévat, ywooxew tpas Bovdropat, yvopiCoper piv, 
rouro S€ dnp, oida ydp, Ti épovpev; GAN’ pet Tis, } dyvoetre ; pty yevorro, Ti 
otv; ri yap; Cf. § 1614, note b. The style of the Apostle is distin- 
guished by parentheses, anacolutha, and rapid turns. 

> See the testimony of Irenaeus, Tertullian, Clement of Alex., and Euse- 
bius, in Part I. §§ 21, 23, 24. 


§ 128 d. 


Probably one of Paul’s Epistles is lost, that which pre- 
ceded our First Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. v. 9).* 
We have in Armenian a pretended Third Epistle following 
the other two to the Corinthians, and an earlier letter from 
the Corinthians to Paul. Both, however, are spurious.” 
Col. iv. 16° refers to a lost letter to the Laodiceans. On 
the other hand, we have a spurious interchange of letters 
between Seneca and Paul.4 


® But Chrysost. and others understand éy ry émioroAg to mean the First Ep. 
to the Corinthians itself. They do not admit that letters have been lost. So 
also J. G. Miiller, De tribus Pauli itineribus Corinthum susceptis de episto- 
lisque ad eosdem non deperditis. Bas. 1831. p. 23, sqq. Stosch, De epistolis 
App. non deperditis. Gron. 1753. Bleek’s theory of a letter to the Corinthi- 
ans written between our two canonical epistles, see § 133, note a. 

b Epistolae S. Pauli ad Corinth. et Corinthiorum ad S. Paul. Armenice 
ex Museo Viri Clar. Philipp. Massonii, versionem Lat. accurante Dav. Wil- 
kins, Amst. 1715. 4to, copied by Fabric. Cod. apocr. N. T. III. 666, sqq. 
Published in more complete form by Wm. and George Whiston as an appen- 
dix to their edition of Moses Chorenensis : Appendix literaturae Armeniacae, 
quae continet epistolas duas, primam, Corinthiorum ad Paulum, alteram, 
Pauli Apostoli ad Corinth., nune primum ex cod. ms. Armen. integre ple- 
neque editus et Graece Latineque versus. — Epistolae duae apocryphae, 
altera, Corinthioram ad Paulum Apostolum, altera, Pauli Ap. ad Corin- 
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thios, quae dicitur periisse, ex cod. ms. Armen. nunc primum editae separa- 
tim, Graeceque et Latine versae, et additis Guil. atque Geo. Whistoniorum 
notis, praefat. et animadverss. auctae a Joh. Bened. Carpzov. Lips. 1776. 
8vo. Complete according to several Armenian MSS. in Pasqual Aucher, 
Grammar Armenian and English. Venice, 1819. p. 117. W. F’. Rink, Das 
Sendschreiben der Corinther an den Ap. Paulus und das dritte Sendschr. 
Pauli an die Corinth. in armen. Uebers. erhalten, und verdeutscht u. mit 
einer Hinl. ib. d. Aechth. begleitet. Heidelb. 1823. Against the genuine- 
ness maintained by him, see Ulimann, in the Heidelb. Jahrbb. 1823. No. 34. 

¢ Erroneous explanation of Theodore and others, that a letter from the 
Laodiceans to Paul is meant. Many vainly try to prove the Epistle to the 
Ephesians to be this (§ 145). Stein (Anh. z. s. Comm. z. Ev. Luc.), rest- 
ing on an ambiguous passage in Philastr. Haeres. LX XXVIII., considers 
it the Epistle to the Hebrews. Cf. Schneckenburger, Beitr. z. Einl. ins N. 
T. p. 153, ff Following several older writers (Eglin, Affelmann, Zeliner), 
Wieseler (Progr. de ep. Laodicena. Gott. 1844) seeks it in the Epistle to 
Philemon (cf. § 141 4). Traces of a spurious letter to the Laodiceans in 
Jerome, De vir. ill. c. 5; Legunt quidam et (epistolam) ad Laodicenses, sed 
ab omnibus exploditur. Theodoret, Comm. ad Coloss. iv. 16: Ties tréAa- 
Bov nai rpds Aaodixéas abréy yeypadevat, adtixa rolvuy cal mpoodépovart me- 
mAacperny emororny. ‘O dé Getos amdarodos otk py Kal riy mpds Aaodixéas 
GAAG kal ray éx Aaodcxeias* éxetvos yap mpds abrdv mepl two éypayay. EI- 
nds yap abrovs 4 ra év Kodocaoais yerdpeva airvacacba, } rd aird rovros 
vevoonréevas. Atd xad ravryy elre riv émioroAny xaxelvas dvayyacOnva. Cf. 
Fabric. Cod. apocr. N. T. II. 860, sqq., where, and in p. 873, sqq., the let- 
ter itself is translated into Latin and Greek (according to Hutter, in his N. T. 
XII. Lingg. Norimb. 1699), and printed. It is found also in Reinecc. Po- 
lygl. Lips. 1747, f. p. 957. Michaélis, Hin]. II. 1281. Henke on Paley, 
Hor, Paul. p. 371, ff. 

4 Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 12: Lucius Annaeus Seneca Cordubensis .... 
quem non ponerem in catalogo Sanctorum, nisi me illae epistolae provoca- 
rent, quae leguntur a plurimis, Pauli ad Senecam et Senecae ad Paulum. 
Augustin. Ep. 153 (al. 54) ad Macedonium, $ 14: Merito ait Seneca, qui 
temporibus Apostolorum fuit, cujus etiam quaedam ad Paulum Apost. le- 
guntur epistolae: omnes odit, qui malos odit. The letters are found in 
Latin in Fabric. 1. c. p. 892, sqq. 


Aids to the Exegesis of the Epistles of Paul. 


Cf. §§ 9, 62. Primasii in omnes P. epp. comm. Col. 1538. — Thom. 
Aguin. Comm. in epp. Paul. Bas. 1475. fol., &c. — Gusl. Esti in omnes Paul. 
et al. App. epp. comm. Duac. 1614. Mogunt. 1841. — Calvin, Comm. see p. 
85.— Jo. Bugenhagen, Adnotatt. in epp. ad Gal. Eph. etc. Argent. 1524. 
8vo. — Henr. Bullinger, Comm. in omnes epp. apost. Tig. 1537. fol. — 
Wolfg. Musculi Comm. in epp. ad Rom. (Bas. 1555. fol.), ad Corinth. (1559), 

3] 
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ad Gal. Eph. (1561), ad Philipp. ete. (1565). — Andr. Hyperis Comm. in 
Paul. epp. Tig. 1583. fol. — F’. Balduint Comm. in omnes epp. Pauli. Fref. 
1644. 4to; 7th ed. 1710. fol. — J. Quéstorpi: Comment. in epp. Pauli. Rost. 
1652. 4to. — Jo. Orocit Comm. in epp. P. minores (ad Gal. Eph. Philipp. 
Thess. Tim. Tit. Philem.). Marp. 1663. Cass. 1680. 2 tom. fol. — Seb. 
Schmidit Comment. in epp. Paul. ad Rom. Gal. et Col. una cum paraphrasi 
ep. 1. ad Cor., utriusque ad Thess., 1. ad Tim., ep. ad Philem. et Cantici 
Mariae. Hamb. 1704. 4to.—See J. Baumgarten’s Ausleg. d. Br. a. d. 
Rom. Halle, 1747. Ausleg. d. Br. Pauli an die Eph. Gal. Phil. Col. Phi- 
lem. und Thess., mit einigen Beitragen von J. S. Semler. Halle, 1767. 4to. 
— J. D. Michaths, Paraphr. u. Anmerkk. tib. d. Brr. P. an d. Gal. Eph. 
Phil. Col. Thess. Tim. Tit. u. Phil. (Gott. 1750.) Brem. 1769. 4to. — J. 
DLocke’s Paraphr. Exkl. und Anmerkk. tib. P. Br. an d. Gal. Kor. Rém. u. 
Eph. Aus d. Engl. von J. G. Hofmann. Fref. 1768, 1769. 2 vols. 4to. 


CHAPTER VIL 


PAUL'S EPISTLES WRITTEN BEFORE HIS IMPRISONMENT. 


I. Epistles to the Thessalonians. 


Zanchit Comm. in epp. ad Eph. Phil. Col. Thess. Neost. 1591, ff. (Opp. 
T. VI.).—N. T. ed. Koppe, Vol. VI. Olshausen, Vol. IV. Exeg. Hab. 
Il. 3.— J. A. Turretin, Comment. in epp. P. ad Thess. Basil. 1739. 8vo. 
— J. Fr. v. Flatt, Voriess. tib. d. Br. P. an d. Phil. Kol. Thess. u. Philem., 
herausgeg. v. Kling. Tiib. 1829. 8vo.-— Lud. Pelt, Epp. Pauli Ap. ad 
Thessal. perp. illustr. comm. Gryph. 1830.— H. A. Schott, Epp. P. ad 
Thess. et Gal. comm. perp. illustr. Lips. 1834. 


Founding of the Church at Thessalonica. 
§ 124. 


TuxssaLonica (Geccadovixn), formerly Therme, situated 
on the Bay of Therme, newly built by Cassander and 
named in honor of his wife Thessalonica, daughter of Philip 
the Elder, in the time of the Romans capital of the 
second district of Macedonia, and a very populous commer- 





FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. §125a. 243 


cial city, was visited by Paul in company with Silas, on 
his second missionary journey. He soon gained adherents 
there, especially among the Proselytes, but was compelled 
in a short time to leave the city on account of a tumult 
raised by the Jews (Acts xvii. 1-9). His preaching of the 
Gospel, which, on account of the shortness of the time, was 
incomplete (1 Thess. iii. 10, iv. 13), seems to have had a 
prevailingly apocalyptic tendency (hence the political charges 
of the Jews, Acts xvii. 7), and to have made a profound 
impression on the susceptible minds of the Thessalonians. 
— Thence he went to Bercea, whence also he was driven, 
and compelled to go to Athens; but he left his companions 
behind with instructions soon to follow him (Acts xvii. 10- 
15). Meanwhile he went to Corinth, where they rejoined 
him (Acts xviii. 5). 

* According to Acts xvii. 1, Timothy seems to have remained at Philippi, 
and subsequently to have followed him. Aots xvii. 14 shows him at Berea. 
According to 1 Thess. i. 1, ii. 1, Timothy also stood in close connection 
with the church at Thessalonica, although this may rest on his journey 


thither, iii. 1,f. It is, however, possible that he went from Philippi to 
Thessalonica. 


First Epistle. 
§ 125 a. 


According to the indications contained in the Epistle, 
Paul wrote it in the company of Silvanus (Silas) and Tim- 
othy (i. 1), while yet full of the recollection of his visit to 
Thessalonica (i. 9, ii. 1, ff.) ; he longed to see the Christians 
there once more (iii. 10), and was filled with anxiety about 
them (iii. 5). On this account he had twice purposed to 
revisit them (ii. 17, f.), and had sent Timothy to them (iii. 
1, ff.). In their depressed condition they needed strength- 
ening (iii. 2, f.. 18, cf. ii. 14) and further improvement (iii. 
10). The accounts brought by Timothy were quieting; the 
community was firm in faith and active in its love (iii. 6- 
9, iv. 10). It suffered, however, from some immoralities, 
which the Apostle had already orally rebuked (iv. 3 —6, 11, f,, 
v. 14), and needed, in general, moral admonition. Instruc- 
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tion regarding the fate of the dead at Christ’s coming was 
also necessary (iv. 13—v. 11).— The whole burden of the 
Epistle thus indicates that it was composed soon after the 
founding of the Church, in the first part of Paul’s residence 
at Corinth, after the return of Silas and Timothy from Ma- 
cedonia, about A. D. 52 or 53.* 


* So Baron. Corn. a Lap. Est. Bez. Grot. Mill, and most modern critics. 


§ 1250. 


The supposition of a later origin is in no wise required 
by the fact that overseers are presupposed (v. 12, f.), that 
disorders had crept in (iv. 11, f, cf. 2 Thess. iii. 10), that 
deaths had occurred (iv. 18), in Thessalonica, nor by the 
warning in 2 Thess. ii. 2, and the precautionary statement in 
2 Thess. iii. 17.2 Nor does i. 8 constrain us to suppose that 
the Apostle in the mean time went beyond Macedonia and 
Achaia.» The greatest difficulty lies in the impossibility of 
harmonizing the mission of Timothy from Athens to Thes- 
salonica and his return thence (iii. 1, f.) with Acts xvii. 19, 
xviii. 5.° This can be removed only by an hypothesis which 
shall fill out and correct the account in Acts, namely, that 
Timothy had returned to Athens alone,‘ or with Silas,° and, 
sent thence to Thessalonica, met Paul in Corinth.‘ 

@ On these and other grounds, Schrader, I. 90, f., 164, places. the Epistles 
to the Thessalonians during Paul’s stay in Greece, and especially in Athens, 
Acts xx. 2; at the same time he.supposes a visit of the Apostle to Thessa- 
lonica before Acts xx. 2, which is not mentioned in Acts, during a journey 
to Macedonia, that must be inserted before Acts xix. 21. See Schnecken- 
burger, Beitr. z. Einl. ins N. T. p. 165, ff., who, among other objections to 
this theory, forcibly adduces 1 Thess. iv. 10, cf. 2 Cor. viii. 1. Anger, De 
tempp.in Actis App. ratione, p. 67,sqq. Schott, Prolegg. p. 6, sq., 14, sqq. 

> As Calov, and Bétiger, Beitr. Il. 22, suppose, he took a journey from Cor- 
inth to Athens. Michaélis, Kinl. p. 1206, dated the composition later on this 
account, and Kohler, Vers. ub. d. Abfass. Zeit., &c., p. 68, f., 112, ff, places 
it, on this account and because of ii. 14— 16, in the time of the Jewish war. 

¢ For this reason Wurm, Tub. Zeitschr. 1833. I. 78, dates the composi- 
tion during the Apostle’s residence at Athens, after a supposec journey from 
Antioch (Acts xviii. 22) to Macedonia and Greece. 

4 So Eichhorn, Bertholdt, Schneckenburger, and others. 

° So Michaélis and Schott, who sends Silas to Berea. Hug and Hemsen 
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suppose that neither Silas nor Timothy went to Athens, but that the latter 
went from Berea to Thessalonica, contrary to iii. 1, f. 

€ This supposition is far easier than that of a journey of the Apostle 
not mentioned in Acts. — Cf. Burgerhoudt, De coetus Christianorum Thes- 
salon. ortu fatisque et prioris Pauli iis scriptae ep. consilio atque argum. 
L. B. 1825. 


§ 125 c. 


The contents of the Epistle are in two parts. I. Out- 
pourings of the Apostle’s heart to the church at Thessalo- 
nica; its condition, its circumstances, his reception there, 
his anxieties on its behalf, and the consolation he had re- 
ceived (chap. i.-iii.). IJ. Moral warnings (iv. 1-12); con- 
solation in regard to the fate of the dead at the expected 
speedy return of Christ (iv. 18-17) ; admonition to be con- 
stantly prepared for that event (v.1-—11); other admonitions 
and conclusion (v. 12 — 28). 


Second Epistle. 


§ 126. 


After sending his First Epistle, the Apostle must have 
again received intelligence from Thessalonica. He learned 
that the community had remained steadfast under fresh per- 
secutions (i. 4), but, at the same time, that it was disturbed 
by its impatient expectation of Christ’s coming (ii. 1, ff), 
and that the immoralities gently rebuked in 1 Thess. iv. 11 
continued (iii. 6-15). To remove these errors is the aim 
of the Second Epistle, which, in other respects, presup- 
poses the same circumstances as the First (i. 1), save that 
iii. 2 perhaps contains a reference to the complaints urged 
by the Jews against the Apostle (Acts xviii. 12, ff). Ac- 
cordingly, the date of the Epistle falls in perhaps the latest 
period of Paul’s stay at Corinth (about A. D. 53 or 54).* 

Contents : — Commendation, promises, and benedictions 
in view of the sufferings of the community (i. 3-12). In- 
struction with reference to the coming .of the Lord, not ex- 
tremely near, since it must be preceded by the appearance of 
Antichrist (ii. 1-12); to this a warning is appended (ii. 13 
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-—17). Repeated exhortations, especially to an orderly, in- 
dustrious life, and conclusion (iii.). 
* So Eichhorn; Grotius supposes that this is the First Epistle. 


Genutneness of these Epistles. 


§ 127 a. 


Before Jreneus, Clement of Alexandria, and Tertullian, 
the references to these Epistles are in the highest degree un- 
certain.* By these Fathers, however, they are distinctly 
quoted, and both belong to the universally accepted writ- 
ings. 

* Clem. Rom. Ep. 1. ad Corinth. c. 38: "Odeoper xara mavra edxapi- 
oreiy aito. Cf. 1 Thess. v. 18: "Ev sayr) edyapioreire (1). Ignat. Ad 
Polycarp. c. 1: Ipocevyais cxddale ddtadelrras. Polycarp, Ad Philipp. c. 
4: ’Evrvyxavovoas ddvadeintas mept wdvrov. Cf. 1 Thess. v. 17: "Adsadei- 
nras mpocevyecbe (t). Polycarp, c. 2: Amexspevos wdons adixias. Cf. 1 
Thess. v. 22: Aad mayrds el8ous movnpod aréxerbe (*). Polycarp, c. 11: 
Et non sicut inimicos tales existimetis, sed sicut passibilia et ignorantia 
membra revocate. Cf. 2 Thess. iii. 15: Kal py ds éxOpdv iyetobe, add 
youbereire ds ddeAddy (1). Justin. Mart. Dial. c. Tryph. p. 836 : “Oray xat 
6 tis amooracias GvOpwros, 6 xal eis roy WWiorov E£adra AadGy, emi rhe yis 
Gyopa roApnon els npas tovs xpioriavots, x.r.A. Cf. 2 Thess. ii. 3: .... 
Edy pi) €XOy 9 arrocracia mpG@rov, xal drroxakupég 6 dyOperos ris duaprias, 
kT. A. 

> Jrenaus, Cont. haeres. V. 6.1: Et propter hoc Apostolus se ipsum expo- 
nens .... in prima epist. ad Thess. dicens sic: Deus autem pacis sanctificet 
vos perfectos, et integer vester spiritus et anima et corpus sine querela in ad- 
ventum Domini Jesu Christi servetur. Cf. 1 Thess. v.23. Ib. iii. 7,2: Et 
iterum in secunda ad Thess. de Antichristo dicens, ait: Et tunc revelabitur 
iniquus, quem Dominus Jesus Christus interficiet spiritu oris sui. Cf. 2 
Thess. ii. 8. — Clemens Alex. Paedag. I. p. 88, sq. ed. Sylb.: Tord ros 
aadéorara 6 paxdpios Ilatdos treonpyvaro elroy, ‘ duvdpevos ev Bape elvas 
as Xptorov amdorodo: éyevnOnpev ifmioe ev perm tyav, as av rpopds Oadmy 
Ta €aurns téxva.” Cf. 1 Thess. ii. 7. Strom. V. 554: Ovx éy rao, dnow 
6 amdorodos, 7 ywhous: mpocevyerbe 8 iva pvcOdpev dd rév drémev Kal 
Tovnpav avOporey: ov yap wdvrov 7 mioms. Cf. 2 Thess. iii. 2.— Tertul- 
lian, De resurrect. carn. c. 24: Et ideo majestas Spiritus sancti perspicax 
ejusmodi sensuum et in ipsa ad Thess. epistola suggerit: ‘‘ De temporibus 
autem et temporum spatiis, fratres, non est necessitas scribendi vobis,’’ etc. 
(cf. 1 Thess. v. 1), et in secunda, pleniore sollicitudine ad eosdem : ‘‘ Obse- 

_ cro autem vos, fratres, per adventum D. N. Jes. Christi et congregationem 
nostram ad illum, ne cito commoveamini animo,’’ etc. (cf. 2 Thess. ii. 1, ff.). 
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§ 127 b. 


The genuineness of both Epistles, especially of the Sec- 
ond, has however, in modern times, been disputed, chiefly on 
account of ii. 1-12, where the coming of Jesus is postponed 
yet farther by the doctrine of Antichrist, — a doctrine nowhere 
shown to be Pauline, — in opposition to the expectation of 
his speedy return expressed in 1 Thess. iv. 15, 1 Cor. xv. 52. 
This is said to contradict the First Epistle, and to betray a 
time of composition when this coming had been long expected 
in vain. Moreover, by the caution against false epistles (ii. 2), 
and the token of genuineness at the end (iii. 17), suspicion 
is thrown on the genuineness of the First Epistle. Further, 
in the Second Epistle various special allusions are copied 
from the First, while the Second itself is not in har- 
mony with historically ascertained relations* But it is no 
contradiction of the First Epistle, that Paul, after exhorting 
them (1. Thess. iv. 15) to steadfastly await the second com- 
ing of Christ, felt himself bound to moderate their too ex- 
cited expectation ; and 2 Thess. ii. 1, ff. is written completely 
in the spirit of primitive Christianity (cf. v.1). The meas- 
ure of precaution, iii. 17, could raise no suspicion against 
the First Epistle, if the latter, as is probable, was sufficiently 
authenticated by the manner of its sending. Against the 
last objection, see § 126.>—- The doubt of the genuineness 
of the Second Epistle raised by Kern, on his explanation, 
from a later historical stand-point,° of the prophecy in iii. 
3, ff., falls with this to the ground. 


« J, E. Chr. Schmidt, Vermuth. tb. d. beiden Briefe an. d. Thessal. in 
his Bibl. f. Krit. Exeg. u. KG. II. 380, ff inl. ins N. T. II. 256, ff. 
(In the earlier editions of this work, these doubts were strengthened.) 
Baur, Paul. etc. p. 485, ff. 

> Cf. Guerike, Beitr. p. 93, ff J. G. Reiche, Authent. poster. ad Thess. 
ep. vindiciae. Gott. 1829. 4to. Exeg. Hdb. II. 3. 124, 133, ff. 

¢ Tiibing. Ztechr. 1839. II. Heft. Other grounds: the Second Epistle 
imitates the First Epistle in many passages, and its style of writing is not 
Pauline. See, against this, Exeg. Hdb. Il. 3. Einl. z. 2 Thess. No. 3. 
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§ 127c. 


Against the genuineness of the First Epistle, it has 
been urged,*— 1. that it contains in the main merely a de- 
tailed account of the historic course of the conversion of 
the Thessalonians, given in Acts, with allusions to other 
Epistles, especially those to the Corinthians ; 2. that ii. 14 - 
16 is not by Paul, because of its sweeping attack on the Jews 
and of the Apostle’s mode of connecting his sufferings with 
those of Christ and the Prophets, but, as appears from the 
conclusion, was written after the destruction of Jerusalem ; 
3. that the language of i. 7, f., 17, ii. 10, iv. 9,11, f,, does 
not consist with the alleged early date of the composition ; 
4, that such a thorough apocalypticism as appears in iv. 13, 
ff., 2 Thess. ii. 1, ff, is not Pauline. But the first objection 
is invalidated by the contradiction in iii. 1, f. to the Acts; 
and the rest, although in part based on actual exegetical difh- 
culties, spring from subjective opinions, which may be coun- 
terbalanced by others. 

* Baur, as above, p. 481, ff. 


‘ 


II. Epistle to the Galatians. 


Hieron. Comm. in ep. ad Gal. Opp. VII. ed. Vallars.— Luther, In ep. ad 
Gal. Comm. de anno 1519. a. 1523. ab auctore recogn. Opp. Jen. Tom. L. II. 
Hall. [X. Comm. ex praelectt. D. Mart. Luth. Viteb. 1532. Jen. IV. 
Hall. VIII. — Balth. Stolberg, Lectiones publ. in ep. ad Gal. Vitemb. 1667. 
4to. — N. T. ed. Koppe, Vol. VI. — Olshausen, Comm. Vol. IV. — Meyer, 
Comm. VII. — Exeg. Handb. IL 3.— Baumgarten-Orus. I. 2. — Schott, 
Comm., see above. — Mori, Acroases in epp. Paul. ad Gal. et Eph. (ed. 
Hichstaedt). Lips. 1795. Morus, Erkl. d. Br. a. d. Gal. Gorl. 1798. — 
E. A. Borger, Interpret. L. Bat. 1808. — G. B. Winer, Pauli ad Gal. ep. 
Latine vertit et perp. annotat. illustravit. Lips. 1821. 8vo. 3d ed. 1829. — 
J. Chr. v. Flatt, Vorless. tb. d. Br. P. a. d. Gal. u. Eph., herausgeg. v. 
Kling. Tiib. 1828.— H. E. G. Paulus, Des Ap. Paulus Lehrbr. an d. Gal.- 
u. Romer-Christen. Heidelb. 1831.— L. J. Riickert, Comm. Leipz. 1833. 
— Leonh. Usteri, Comm. Ziir. 1833. — C. Steph. Matthies, Erkl. Greifaw. 
1833. — C. F. A. Fritzsche, De nonn. P. ad Gal. ep. locis comment. I. — III. 
in Fritzschiorum Opp. p. 158, sqq. — Sardinoux, Commentaire. Valence, 
1837. — Windischmann, Erk]. Mainz, 1843. 
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Founding of Christian Churches in. Galatia. 


§ 128 a. 


Galatia, or Gallogreecia, a region of Lesser Asia, bounded 
on the north by Bithynia and Paphlagonia, east by Pontus 
and Cappadocia (the boundary stream was the Halys), 
south by Cappadocia (Lycaonia) and Phrygia, west by 
Phrygia and Bithynia, was seized about 250 B. C. by Celtic 
and Germanic immigrants (among whom were also Tecto- 
sages) and called after them, but 189 B. C. was conquered 
by the Romans, and 26 B. C. changed into a Roman prov- 
ince.* In the cities, especially the flourishing commercial 
city of Pessinus, many Jews dwelt, whom Augustus had 
taken under his protection.° 

* Gottl. Wernsdorf, De republica Galatarum. Norimb. 1742. 4to. 
Schulze, De Galatis. Fref. 1754-57. 4to. Hofmann, De Galatia antiqua. 
Lips. 1726. 4to. Mynster, Hin]. in d. Br. an d. Gal., kl. theol. Schriften. 
No. II. p. 49, ff Win. RWB. art. Gal. Rosenm. Alt. K. I. 2. p.210, ff. 
Hieron. Prol. ad comment. in ep. ad Gal.: Unum est quod inferimus .... 
Galatas excepto sermone Graeco, quo omnis Oriens loquitur, propriam lin- 
guam eandem paene habere, quam Treviros, nec referre, si aliqua inde cor- 
ruperint, etc. Cf., on the contrary, A. W.v. Schlegel, Ind. Bibl. IT. 182, ff. 

b Monument. Ancyran., in Edm. Chishull, Antiq. Asiat. p.165. Joseph. 
Antiqq. XVI. 6, 2. Contrary to this passage, to 1 Peter i. 1, and to our 
Epistle itself, Schneckend. AG. p. 104, asserts that there were no Jews in 
Galatia. 


§ 128d. 


Paul was unquestionably founder of the churches there 
(Gal. i. 8, iv. 18,19). He came thither for the first time on 
his second missionary journey, Acts xvi.6; the second time, 
Acts xviii. 23, when he only strengthened the Christians 
there. He had, therefore, preached the Gospel there on his 
first journey.* The churches there, as elsewhere, consisted 
in part of Jewish (Gal. iii. 2, 13, iv. 3,21), in part, and 
perhaps chiefly, of heathen Christians (Gal. iv. 8, v. 2, 
vi, 12).° 

* Acts xvi. 6 does not say that Paul had not preached in Galatia, cf. 
Schmidt, Bin). 11. 244. From Gal. ii. 13, where Paul mentions Barnabas, 
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it does not follow that Barnabas was personally known to the Galatians ; 
nor can els riy mepiywpoy, Acts xiv. 6, mean a journey to Galatia; hence 
the conversion of the Galatians cannot be placed in this period. (This is op- 
posed to Koppe, Prolegg. in ep. ad Gal., and Kez/, Ueb. d. Zeit. d. Abfass. d. 
Brief an d. Gal., in Kei and Tzschirn. Anal. III. 66. Ulrich, in Theol. St. 
u. Kr. 1836. p. 456.) Mynster, p. 60, tries to show that, according to a 
broader idiom, Galatia includes Lycaonia and Pisidia. He supposes that 
the Epistle to the Galatians was addressed to the Christians in these prov- 
inces also, and consequently places the conversion of the Galatians in the 
time of Acts xiii. 14-xiv. 23. (See, on the contrary, Winer, Prolegg. in ep. 
ad Galat. p.6. RWB.) According to C. W. Memeyer (De temp. quo 
ep. ad Galat. conscripta sit. Gott. 1827), Paulus (Heidelb. Jahrbb. 1827, 
and in appendix to his translation), Bdttger (Beitr. z. Ein]. ind. paul. Br. 
{II. 1, ff.), the Galatians whom Paul addressed are the inhabitants of the 
region around Derbe and Lystra. But Luke, Acts xiv. 6, xvi. 1,6, ex- 
pressly distinguishes these cities from Galatia, and places them in Lycaonia ; 
indeed, all the writers of that time separate the latter region from Galatia, 
e.g. Plin. V. 25. See Riickert, p.297. Magaz. f. Exeg., &c., I. No. III. 
Usteri, p. 219, f. According to Schneckenburger (previous §, note 8), cf. 
Baur, p. 252, f., merely heathen Christians. 


Occasion, Date, and Contents of the Epistle. 


§ 1294. 


After Paul’s departure, Judaizing teachers (cf. Acts xv. 1, 
5, Gal. ii. 12)* came to Galatia, who sought to diminish his 
authority (i. 1,11, ff.), condemned his doctrine, and asserted 
the necessity of circumcision (v. 2, f., 11, f.), so that a por- 
tion of the Galatians went astray, and inclined to abandon 
Paul (1. 6, iii. 1, 3, iv. 9, ff, 21, v. 2, ff, 7), while others re- 
mained true to him (v.13, vi.1). Our Epistle is intended 
to counteract these hostile agencies. It is, however, a ques- 
tion when these hostile agencies made their appearance, and 
whether the Epistle was written after Paul’s first or his 
second journey.“ On the first supposition, it was written 
either at Troas (Acts xvi. 8), or at Corinth (Acts xviii. 11).° 
In neither of these cases, however, would the false teachers 
have had time enough to effect anything against the Apostle, 
or the Galatian church to develop so far as is assumed in iii. 
2-95, v.7, vi. 6. The date of the composition, therefore, is 
necessarily subsequent to the second journey, to which also 
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iv. 16, v. 21, vi. 13 (2), seem to refer. The appearance of the 
false teachers must be placed in this period, and not, with 
Rickert, Hemsen, Schott, Credner, Neudecker, before the second 
journey. After this journey the Apostle resided at Ephe- 
sus for a long time, during which the above-mentioned events 
might take place in Galatia, and the tidings of them reach 
Paul. Here also he wrote this letter with his own hand, 
probably not very long after his return thence (cf. i. 6), about 
A. D. 55 or 56. 


* But they seem not to have been born Jews, vi. 13, cf. v. 12. 

* Quite outside of this circle is Kesl’s theory, which places the conver- 
sion of the Galatians (Acts xiv. 6), and the composition of the Epistle, 
which took place soon after, before Acts xv., on the ground that he regards 
the journey to Jerusalem mentioned in Gal. ii. as the same with that in 
Acts xi. 30. 

b This Schmidt supposes, Einl. I. 245. Michaélis, II. 1195, has a sim- 
ilar view. 

¢ This is Mynster’s theory, p. 72, Koppe’s also, pretty nearly. Both, 
however, assume an earlier journey to Galatia. 

4 That Paul had nothing to do with these opponents on the occasion of a 
second stay appears from the surprise attested by i. 6, iii. 1 (hence also 
Credner and Neudecker suppose they had found new acceptance after the 
second journey), from the indefinite way in which Paul apprehends them 
(see remarks on v. 7), and, finally, from iv. 19, f. rightly understood (see 
remarks on the passage). Cf. Neander, AG. I. 356, f. 

* So Hdnlein, Hug, Eichhorn, Bertholdt, Schott, Credner, Winer, Rilck- 
ert, Neander, and others ; of the older writers, Claud. Antissiod.: éypadn 
ar "Edéoov. The prevailing opinion among the ancients (Hieron., Ps. 
Athan., Oecum., and others) since Theodoret, and accepted even by Baron., . 
Calov., Hamm., Schrad., Kohler, is expressed in the subscription: éypddy 
amd “Pajins. 


§ 129 d. 


The Epistle falls naturally into two parts, of which the 
first (chap. i., ii.) aims to defend the Apostle’s authority. 
The second refutes the doctrine that the Mosaic Law is 
necessary, by the great truth of the saving power of faith, 
and that of the spiritual freedom of Christians (chap. iii. — 
v. 12), and contains a warning not to abuse this freedom 
(v. 18 —25), with other moral admonitions and precepts (v. 
26—vi. 10). Finally, the conclusion (vi. 11-18). 
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Genuineness of the Epistle. 


§ 130. 


This Epistle agrees so closely with the Apostle’s history 
(certain variations from the Acts excepted), and bears so 
distinctly the impress of his spirit, that not the least doubt 
can be raised against the church tradition which ascribes it 
to him, although this tradition is first attested by those 
Fathers who flourished at the end of the second and begin- 
ning of the third century.*. The allusions found by Lardner 
in the Apostolic and other very early Fathers, are too un- 
certain.” 


* Treneus, Cont. haeres. III..7, 2 : Sed et in ea, quae est ad Galatas, sic 
ait (Apostolus): Quid ergo lex factorum? Posita est, usque quo veniat 
semen, cui promissum est, etc. Cf. Gal. III. 19. Clemens Alex. Strom. 
III. 468: Acéd xal Matdos Taddrats émoréAAwv, pyoi: rexvia pov, obs madw 
adive,x.t.r. Cf. Gal. iv. 19. Tertullian, De praescript. c. 6: Nec diu- 
tius de isto, si idem est Paulus, qui et alibi haereses inter carnalia crimina 
numerat, scribens ad Galatas. 

> Clemens Rom. in Ep. I. ad Corinth. c. 49: Td alua abrov fdwxev trép 
jpav 6 Xpiords 6 xupios pay, év OeAnpart Oeov, cal rv odpxa twep rijs 
gapxds npay, Kat THY Wuxny rep Tay oye npov. Cf. Gal.i.4: .... Tov 
Sdvros €avrov wept ray dpapriay nav .... xara rd Oé€Anua tov Geod xai 
natpos jpav. Ignat.in Ep. ad Philadelph.§1: .... éyvwv drt ove ad’ éav- 
Tov, ovde dt dvOpwray n&ihOn tiv Staxoviay . .. . GAN év aydmy “Incod Xpt- 
arov xat Oeov marpos Tov éyeipavros avrov éx vexp&y (of the bishop there). 
Cf. Gal. i. 1: .... drdégrodos otk an’ dvOpdrav, ov8e 80 dvOpdrov, addAd bia 
"Inood Xptorod xal Geov rarpds Tov éyeipavros avréy ex vexpov. Ad Magne- 
sianos, 4 8: Ei yap péxpe viv xara vopoy “lovdaixdy kal meptropiy capkds (a- 
pev, apvoupeba thy xdpw eiAnpeva. Cf. Gal. v. 4: KarnpynOnre did rod 
Xptorov, oirives év véup Stxacovabe- rhs xdpiros éLerécare. Justin. Martyr. 
Orat. ad Graecos, p. 40: TiveoOe as €y@> Gre xdyd funy ws tyeis. Cf. Gal. 
iv. 12: TiveoOe os éya, Ore nayo as tpeis. 
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III. Epistles to the Corinthians. 


N. T. ed. Kopp. Vol. V. Part. I. compl. 1 Cor. ¢. i.-x. cont. Pott. — 
Olshausen, III. 1.— Meyer, V. VI. — Baumg. Crus. II. 2. — Exeg. Handb. 
II. 2.— Phil. Melanchthonis Adnotatt. in epp. P. ad Romanos et Corinth. 
1522. 4to. &c.—J. L.v. Mosheim, Erkl.d. 1. Br. 1741. 4to. Neue Ausg. 
mit d. Erkl. d. 2. Br. aus d. mosheim. Nachlass von Windheim, ib. 1762. 
4to.— J. Chr. Fr. Schulz, Erkl. des 1. u. 2. Br. Halle, 1784. 2 Theile.— 
Morus, Erkl. der beiden Brr. Leipz. 1794. — F. A. W. Krause, Perp. an- 
not. Vol. I. 1. ep. compl. Fref. ad M. 1790. — Chr. A. Godofr. Emmer- 
ling, Ep. post. perp. comm. ill. Lips. 1823. — C. F. A. Fritzsche, De non- 
nullis post. ep. locis diss. duae. Lips. 1824.— A. L. Chr. Heydenretch, 
Comment. in priorem ep. 3 vols. Marb. 1825-28. — J. F. v. Flatt, Vor- 
less. lib. d. beiden Brr. herausgeg. von Hoffmann. Tiib. 1827. 8vo. — 
Gust. Billroth, Comm. Leipz. 1833.— Die Brr. P. an d. Cor. bearb. v. 
LL. J. Rickert. 1836-37.— C. A. Scharling, Ep. P. ad Cor. post. illustr. 
Havn. 1840. — J. £. Osiander, Comm. tib. d. 1. Br. Stuttg. 1847. 


Founding and State of the Church at Corinth. 


§ 1814. 


Corinth, the capital of the province of Achaia, a wealthy 
commercial city, seat of the worship of Venus and of lux- 
ury, but also of learning and eloquence,*® was visited by 
Paul on his second missionary journey (about A. D. 52 or 
53). He dwelt there a year and a half, and subsequently, 
under the mild rule of the Proconsul Gallio, perhaps longer 
(Acts xviii. 12-17), actively propagating the Gospel, while 
working at his trade with Aquila and Priscilla (ib. ver. 3, 
11). Although he soon met with opposition from the Jews 
(Acts xviii. 6), while the Gentiles, corrupted by the sophists 
and orators, took offence at the artless simplicity, of the Gos- 
pel (1 Cor. i. 22), he gained many adherents to the faith 
(Acts xviii. 8),— among the Gentiles, however, chiefly of the 
humbler and uneducated sort (ver. 26, ff.),-— and, at his de- 
parture with Aquila and Priscilla, left behind him a large 
church. 

« J. E. J. Walch, Antiquitt. Corinthiacae. Jen. 1761. 4to. Wilkens, 


Spec. antiquitatt. Corinth. select. ad illustrationem utriusque ep. Paulinae. 
Brem. 1747. Wagner, Spec. rer. Corinth. Darmst. 1824. 
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§ 181d. 


As he subsequently took a missionary journey through 
Phrygia and Galatia (about A. D. 54 or 55), Apollos ( Apol- 
lonius), an Alexandrian scholar whom Aquila and Priscilla 
had instructed more fully in Christianity at Ephesus, came 
to Corinth, and labored for the Gospel with much accept- 
ance (Acts xviii. 24-28). As he probably shared Paul’s 
views, he simply carried on Paul’s work (1 Cor. iii.6). Cer- 
tain teachers of Jewish origin, on the other hand (2 Cor. xi. 
22), came to Corinth furnished with letters of introduction 
(2 Cor. iii. 1), who, boastfully claiming apostolic authority 
(2 Cor. v. 12, xi. 18, 22, xii. 11), forced themselves into 
Paul’s sphere of labor (2 Cor. x. 13, ff), detracted from his 
‘ authority (1 Cor. ix. 2), placed themselves above him (2 Cor. 
xi. 5), and led to disobedience towards him (2 Cor. x. 5, f.). 
Their doctrine was different from that of the Aposile (2 Cor. 
xi. 4), and indeed they seem, in the presumption of an arro- 
gant pride (1 Cor. iv.6—8), to have perverted the essence 
of historic Christianity in the service of a false philosophy 
(1 Cor. i. 17-1. 5). 


§ 131 ¢. 


These “false apostles” (2 Cor. xi.13), who sought to under- 
mine Paul’s authority, probably occasioned the formation of 
four* different parties in Corinth (1 Cor. i.12), which named 
themselves respectively after Paul, Apollos, Peter, and Christ. 
The first was undoubtedly composed of those who owed 
their conversion to Paul, and acknowledged his authority. 
Apollos’s adherents are commonly supposed to be they who 
preferred him to Paul, on account of his greater knowledge 
and eloquence ; but the attack on worldly wisdom in 1 Cor. 
i. 17, ff, on which this opinion rests, cannot be aimed at the 
method of a teacher who certainly used no such wisdom. 
The most natural theory is, that they who had been con- 
verted and instructed by Apollos took his name. Equally 
common and equally erroneous is it to regard the Petrinians 
as Christians who held Judaizing, anti-Pauline doctrines. 
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In no part of the Epistles is a trace of this opposition per- 
ceptible, not even in 2 Cor. v.16. We have no option, there- 
fore, save to regard those Christians as members of the Pe- 
trine party, who, in the vexed question concerning the partak- 
ing of meat offered to idols (cf. 1 Cor. viii.—x.), accepted the 
authority and the decision of the first of the twelve Apos- 
tles (Acts xv. 29). Some have attempted to show that the 
fourth, the Christine, party, as well as the above opponents 
of Paul, was composed of Jewish Christians;* but the 
most probable hypothesis is, that they professed (like the 
Apostle Paul himself) to stand in immediate connection 
with Christ (through visions and inspiration), and therefore 
rejected the authority of all Apostles. This view alone makes 
certain polemical and apologetic passages in the Epistles 
(1 Cor. ix. 2, 2 Cor. x. 5, ff, xii.1, ff) clear. The separation 
of the. parties was by no means so complete, as Eichhorn 
supposed, as to prevent their assembling in the same place 
(cf. 1 Cor. xi. 18, xiv. 23).— Besides these divisions, the 
church suffered also from the licentiousness prevailing at 
Corinth (1 Cor. v. 1, 9, vi. 12. ff, x. 8; 2 Cor. xii. 21).@ 

« Not three, as Chrysost. and others, Rdbiger, Krit. Unterss. tib. den 
Inhalt. d. beiden Brr. an d. Cor. (1847) p. 87, ff, erroneously explain 
1 Cor. i. 12. 

> According to Storr (Notitiae histor. epistolarum P. ad Cor. interpretationi 
servientes, § 4, Opuse. II. 552, sqq.), the latter were disciples of James, the 
brother of the Lord, and therefore boasted of being in nearer connection 
with him ; according to Baur (Tiib. Ztschr. 1831. IV. 61, ff., Paul. etc. p. 
261, ff.), they named themselves after Christ, as disciples of Peter, one of 
the genuine disciples of Christ. But no trace appears of an appeal to the 
authority of either James or Peter. According to Fr. Becker (Die Parteien 
in d. Gemeinde zu Corinth. Alt. 1842. p. 45, f.), the Petrinians were for- 
eign Christians, who had emigrated to Corinth (?). The Jewish Christians 
there adopted their doctrine and tendency, but were unwilling to oppose with 
them the disciples of Paul and Apollos, having been themselves converted 
by these Apostles. They therefore adopted a higher and middle position, 
and called themselves after Christ. 

¢ Thus Schenkel, Diss. de eccles. Corinth. primaeva factionibus turbata. 
Bas. 1838. Before Schenkel, H. Jiger (Erkl. d. beiden Brr. d. Ap. Paul. 
nach Corinth aus dem Gesichtspunkte der vier Parteien das. Tvib. 1838) 
regarded them, in a similar way, as those who opposed the other three 
parties, which over-estimated the apostolic authority, and rejected both 
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the apostolic authority and the xjpyypa. Schenkel’s hypothesis was adopted, 
in the main, also by D. H. Goldhorn in Ilgen’s Ztschr. 1840, II. 121, ff, 
although he contradicts both in some points, and differs in his apprehension 
of various passages ; by Dédhne (Die Christus-Partei in der apostol. Kirche 
z. Korinth. Halle, 1841); also by Kniewel (Eccles. Corinth. vetust. dissen- 
siones et turbae. Danz. 1841. 4to), according to whom the Christinians re- 
jected the authority of all the Apostles, and professed to know and be united 
to Christ through their own insight (p. 46). Neander, AG. I. 388, ff, 
adopts the negative part of the hypothesis, namely, that the Christinians 
professed to be independent of the Apostles, but thinks that some among 
them were philosophizing Christians. — Our former theory, that the Chris- 
tine party asserted a neutral position (with Eichhorn, Pott, Schott, Rickert, 
Meyer), is unsatisfactory. . 

4 Hesych. xopwOtdtew, paorporeve, éraipevew. Dio Chrys. Orat. Co- 
rinth. II. 119. ed. Reisk.: .... «ai roc wdAuy oixeire rév ovody Te Kal yeye- 
ynpevov erappodtrorarny. 


First Epistle. 


§ 1324. 


Such may have been the position of Corinthian affairs * 
when Paul came from Galatia to Ephesus (about A. D. 50 
or 56). Here probably he heard, for the first time, of the 
irregularities there prevailing, and warned them against 
these in a letter now lost (1 Cor. v. 9). 

Subsequently receiving through Chloé’s servants (1 Cor. 
i. 11) still more disquieting accounts, especially of the di- 
visions in Corinth, he sent Timothy thither (1 Cor. iv. 17), 
who, however, first went through Macedonia with Erastus 
(Acts xix. 22, cf. 1 Cor. xvi.10). About this time, also, 
messengers came from Corinth (1 Cor. xvi. 17, f.) with a 
letter containing certain questions (1 Cor. vii. 1, cf. viii. 1, 
xii. 1, xvi. 1), perhaps in answer to his letter. Beside: these 
divisions, and the tendency to licentiousness wh‘ch had 
come to light in one melancholy instance, the ciurch at 
Corinth suffered from several other disorders and i nproper 
practices, and was on some points undecided or divided in 
opinion.> 


* On account of certain passages in the Second Epistle, especially xii. 14, 
xili. 1, xii. 21, li. 1, Bleek (Theol. St. u. Kr. 1830. III. 614, ff.), follow- 


¢ 
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ing Chrysost. on 2 Cor. xii. 14, Michaélis, J. E. Chr. Schmidt, and others, 
and in accord with Schrader (I. 95, ff.), Kohler (p. 74, ff.), — who reached 
the same point independently of him, — Miller, in his Diss. p. 6, sqq., ad- 
duced in § 1234, note a, Neander (p. 413), Schott (Erért. p.51, ff.), Wurm 
(Tub. Zeitschr. 1833. I. 67), Anger, De tempp. in Act. App. rat. p. 71, ff, 
Billroth, Oredner, and others, assumes an intervening journey of the Apostle 
to Corinth. But although the passages cited may be more naturally ex- 
plained in this way, this theory is open to great objection. If the position 
of the Corinthian church at the time of this journey caused anxiety to the 
Apostle (as we conclude from 2 Cor. xii. 21, ii. 1), it is incomprehensible 
how he can so speak of it in the First Epistle as to pass over in silence 
his visit there, and what without doubt he had said and done against the 
abuses that had crept in (cf. Neander, p. 416). If the condition of the 
church was not yet disordered, the explanation of these passages fails, 
and we cannot comprehend how, as the journey of the Apostle cannot be 
supposed to have taken place long before the First Epistle, the church could 
in so short a time have fallen into so bad a condition. We have left unno- 
ticed the difficulty of establishing the period of this journey. If we assume, 
with Michaelis, Schott, Anger, and others, that this journey was only a re- 
turn from an excursion during his first residence at Corinth, the theory loses 
all historic meaning. 

> It is not probable that.all these disorders and doubts are to be referred 
to one source, namely, party feeling, as is done by Storr and others, and 
recently also by Rddiger. Under this theory, it was the Apollonians who 
excused licentiousness (vi. 12), the Paulinians who despised marriage (chap. 
vii.), the Petrinians who overestimated speaking ‘with tongues, the Apollo- 
nians who denied the resurrection. 


§ 132d. 


To remove these evils and restore his authority, to in- 
struct on disputed points, and also to promote the collection 
of a contribution for the Christians at Jerusalem, the Apostle 
wrote our First Epistle. Its contents, according to their va- 
rious occasions, fall into several larger and smaller sections. 

I. Against party spirit and to restore the personal author- 
ity of the Apostle (i.—iv.), especially also to defend his un- 
studied preaching (i.17—- iii. 2). II. Against the scandal 
of forbidden intercourse with one’s step-mother (v. 1-8), 
and in correction of a previous warning against intercourse 
with the unchaste (v.9-13). III. Against the abuse of 
seeking justice in the Roman courts (vi. 1-11), and renewed 
warning against licentiousness (vi. 12-20). IV. Reply to 
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the question, whether it is better to remain unmarried (vii.). 
V. Instruction as to the proper course in regard to eating 
meat offered to idols (viii.—xi. 1), with a digression on his 
own disinterested, self-denying conduct (ix.). VI. Rebuke 
of an impropriety, prevalent among the Corinthian female 
Christians, in regard to the covering of the head (xi. 2—16). 
VII. Rebuke of the far more important disorders of the cel- 
ebration of the Lord’s Supper (xi. 17-34). VIII. Instruc- 
tion regarding spiritual gifts, to which love alone lends worth 
(xii., xiii.), and that prophesying is preferable to speaking 
with tongues (xiv.). IX. Instruction concerning the resur- 
rection of the dead, a doctrine which some denied (xv.).® 
X. Finally, directions regarding the contribution of alms 
to be made, together with matters of personal interest and 
greetings (xvi.). 

* On the character of those who denied the resurrection, see Exeget. 
Hdb. chap. xv. They could hardly have been Sadducees (Storr and others), 
or heathen Christians of philosophic culture (Neander), or Apollonians 
(Mey., Rabig.), but were tainted with Greek prejudices against this doc- 
trine (cf. Acts xvii. 32). 


§ 132 ¢. 


This Epistle was written in the last part of Paul’s resi- 
dence at Ephesus (cf. 1 Cor. xvi. 8,19), after he had sent 
away Timothy and Erastus (Acts xix. 22, cf. 1 Cor. iv. 17), 
and decided on going to Achaia (Acts xix. 21, cf. 1 Cor. xvi. 
3, ff.), some time before Pentecost (xvi. 8) of A.D. 57 or 58, 
about one year before his journey from Philippi to Jerusalem 
(Acts xx. 6), begun after Easter A. D. 58 or 59. Probably 
Paul dictated (cf. 1 Cor. xvi. 21) it to Sosthenes (1 Cor. i. 1, 
cf. Acts xviii. 17?), and sent it by the above three messen- 
gers. It is, according to its greeting and contents, addressed 
to the whole church, and not (as Eichhorn asserts) exclu- 
sively to one party. 
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Second Epistle. 


§ 133 a. 


When Paul wrote this letter, he was with Timothy (i. 1) 
in Macedonia (ii. 13, vii. 5, ix. 2, cf. Acts xx. 1), after hav- 
ing narrowly escaped death in Asia Minor (i. 8, not Acts 
xix. 23, ff). Here he met Titus (vii. 6), who was returning 
from Corinth, and whom he had in vain looked for at Troas 
(ii. 12). The Apostle had probably sent this assistant 
thither, on account of his anxiety to know the impression 
made on the Corinthians by his First Epistle (ii. 4, vii. 5, 
ff.).* The accounts brought by Titus, and his solicitude 
about the alms to be collected, occasioned this letter, to 
carry which and. collect the contribution he commissioned 
Titus and two other brethren (vili. 6-23, ix. 3,5). The 
Apostle intended soon to follow (ix. 4, x. 11, xiii. 1), as he 
also did (Acts xx. 2). The place of its composition was in 
Macedonia (according to the subscription Philippi), and the 
time probably the autumn after the composition of the First 
Epistle. 

* On the contrary, no result appears from the sending of Timothy to Cor- 
inth, and therefore Schmidt, Einl. 1. 240, Bertholdt, V1. 8358, and Neander, 
AG. I. 332, each in his own way, suppose he did not go at all. Bleek, on 
the other hand (Theol. Stud. u. Kr. 1830. III. 625, ff.), supposes that, before 
Paul’s departure, he had returned to Ephesus, and Paul, on account of the 
tidings brought by him, had sent Titus to Corinth with a Jetter now lost. 
He understands 2 Cor. ii. 3, f., vii. 12, cf. ii. 5; i. 15, f., ii. 1, fh, x. 9, ff; 
iii. 14, v. 15, xi. 16, to refer to this Epistle. See, in opposition to him, 
J. G. Miller, De tribus Pauli itineribus, ete., p. 34, sqq. Neander, as 
above, p. 333. Wurm, Tub. Ztschr. 1833. I. 66, ff. Baur, Paulus, p. 328, 
— Schrader, I. 135, f., supposes, and Miller and Billroth support him, that 
Titus had already gone to Corinth, on account of the collection, some time 
previous, before the sending of the First Epistle, cf. 2 Cor. viii. 6,10. This 
has but one difficulty, that in 1 Cor. xvi. 1, ff. he is not spoken of. 


§ 183 d. 


In the first part of the Epistle (chap. i.—vii.), Paul pours 
out his heart in regard to what he had experienced and felt 
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during the interval between the sending of his First Epistle 
and the return of Titus, and especially on receiving the in- 
telligence brought by the latter. The effect of his First 
Epistle had been in part what he had desired (ii. 6, f., vii. 
8, ff). Paul, however, still found cause for warnings and 
threatenings (vi. 14, ff, xii. 20, f., xiii. 2,7), even for self- 
defence against objections and misapprehensions (i. 15, ff., 
iii. 1, v. 12), and for apologetic or polemic references to op- 
ponents (ii. 17, iii. 1, v.12). Even the expressions of the 
apostolic consciousness (iii. 4—v. 12) take an apologetic turn 
(v.11-vi. 10), and elsewhere, also, misgivings are indicated 
(vi. 11 -vii. 1, f.). In the second part, chap. viii., ix., con- 
cerning the contribution in aid of the Jerusalem Christians, 
the Apostle rests, as it were, from the excitement of his 
mind. But in the third part, chap. x. —xiii., where he asserts 
his apostolic power in threats against rebellion and disobe- 
dience, speaks against arrogant intermeddlers, false apostles, 
and deceitful laborers, and is constrained to set forth his 
merits and superiority as an Apostle, he falls into a some- 
what irritated tone. We must, hence, conclude that a 
portion of the community, and especially the Christine 
party (according to others, that of Peter), stimulated by 
their embittered leaders, still opposed the Apostle. 


Style of this Epistle. 
§ 134. 


The unusual roughness, embarrassment, and irregularity 
of style in this Epistle are explained by the Apostle’s ap- 
parent excitement and want of composure during its com- 
position.» The same explains the very different tone of the 
section chap. x.—xili., and forbids our dividing the Epistle 
into several.” 

* H. J. Royaards, De altera Pauli ad Corinth. ep. et observanda in illa 
Apostoli indole et oratione. Traj. 1818. 8vo. 

» As Semler has done, Diss. de duplici appendice ep. ad Rom. Hal. 1764. 


4to: also in his Paraphr. ep. ad Rom. p. 277, cf. his Paraphr. ep. post. ad 
Corinth., preface, and on chap. ix. and xii. Refuted by Gabler, Diss. crit. 
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de capitibus ultimis ix. —xiii. posterioris ep. ad Corinth. ab eadem haud sepa- 
randis. Gott. 1782. 8vo. On Weber’s hypothesis, De numero epistolarum 
ad Corinth. rectius constituendo (Wittemb. 1798. 4to), see Bertholdt, p. 
3386, ff. — Emmerling supposes that chap. x. ff were written by Paul’s 
own hand, because of the airés éya, x. 1. 


Genuineness of both Epistles, 


§ 135. 


Their tenor and spirit attest their genuineness beyond 
dispute. This is also sustained by early external evidence,* 
although tradition first begins to be quite certain in Ire- 
neeus.? 


* Clemens Rom. In 1. ep. ad Corinth. c. 47, f. Part I. §.18, note &. Jgnat. 
Ad Ephes. c.2. Polycarp. Ad Phil. c. 5, see ib. notec; c. 11: An nesci- 
mus, quia sancti mundum judicabunt, sicut Paulus docet! cf. 1 Cor. vi. 2. 
The allusions in Justin Martyr are uncertain, Dial. p. 253: Kat (elre 6 
Xprords) Ecovrat oxlopara Kal alpéoeis, cf. 1 Cor. xi. 19; p.338: "Hy yap rd 
mdoxa 6 Xpiords, 5 rudels orepoy, cf. 1 Cor. v. 7; p. 258, cf. 1 Cor. xii. 
8-10. 

> Irenaeus, Cont. haeres. IV. 27.3: Et hoc autem Apostolum in epistola, 
quae est ad Corinthios, manifestissime ostendisse, dicentem: ‘‘ Nolo enim 
vos ignorare, fratres, quoniam patres nostri omnes sub nube fuerunt,”’ etc., 
ef. 1 Cor. x.1,ff. Id. III. 7. 1: Quod autem dicunt, aperte Paulum in se- 
cunda ad Corinthios dixisse: ‘In quibus Deus saeculi hujus excoecavit 
mentes infidelium,” cf. 2 Cor. iv.4. Athenagoras (about A. D. 177), De 
resurrect. p. 61: EddyAoy sravrl, dre Set, xara rév drdorodoy, rd POaprdv 
rouro kai diacxe8aorév évBicacGas apGapciay (cf. 1 Cor. xv. 54), iva.... 
éxaoros Koulonras Sixalos & &d rod cdparos-érpagtey eire ayabd, etre xaxd 
(cf. 2 Cor. v.10). Ep. ad Diognetum in opp. Justin. p. 502: ‘O drdarodos 
woe Ayers ‘H yvoors huarot, 7 8é aydmy olkodopet (cf. 1 Cor. viii. 1). 
Clemens Alex. Paedag. I. 96 : Sadéorara youw 6 paxdpsos IatAos amnddagey 
Hpas THs (yrnoeas ev TH mporépg mpds Kopi lous emioroAg, bd€ ras ypadey - 
“AserAdol, pp matdia yiverOe trais ppeciv,”” x. 7. dr. (cf. 1 Cor. xvi. 20). 
Id. Strom. IV. 514: Tatra pév rept ris ywooews 5 drdorodos Thy dé Kown)y 
dedacxaAlay ris miorews dopiy yrdooews eipnxev ev TH Sevrépa mpds KopwOious 
(2 Cor. ii. 14) + “Ayps yap ris ojpepov Huépas rd atrd kddvppa, xr. dr. (2 
Cor. iii. 14). Ib. III. p. 456, cf. 2 Cor. vii. 1. Tertullian, De praescript. 
c. 33: Paulus in prima ad Corinthios notat negatores et dubitatores resur- 
rectionis. De pudicitia,c. 13: Revera enim suspicantur, Paulum in secunda 
ad Corinthios eidem fornicatori veniam dedisse, quem in prima dedendum 
Satanae in interitum carnis pronuntiarit. 
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IV. £pistle to the Romans. 


Koppe, NN. T. Vol. TV. Olshausen, W1.1. Meyer, IV. Baumg. Crus. 
II. 1. Exeg. Hdb. II. 1. —- Melanchihon, Annott. see p. 253. Comm. in 
ep. ad Rom. Argent. 1540. Ep. ad Rom. enarratio. Viteb. 1556. 8vo. 
(Opp. Tom. III. IV.). — Bugenhagen, Interpr. 1523. — Petr. Martyr. 
Comm. 1558. — Jo. Brent. Comm. 1571. — Aegid. Hunn. Exposit. 1587. — 
Jo. Gerhard. Adnott. posth. 1666. — Phil. a Limborch, see p. 215. — 
Baumgarten, Ausleg. 1747.— J. B. Carpzov, Stricturae in ep. S. Pauli ad 
Rom., adspersi subinde sunt flores ex Philone Alex. ed. 2. 1758. — Chr. 
Fr. Schmidt, Annotatt. Lips. 1777. — Mori Praelectt. ed. Holzapfel. Lips. 
1794. — Erklar. d. Br. P. an d. Rém. u. des Br. Juda, nach den Vorless. 
von Morus. Leipz. 1794. — Epist. Pauli ad Rom. Graece c. comment. per- 
pet. a Ch. F. Boehme. Lips. 1806. — F. A. G. Tholuck, Ausleg. nebst 
fortlauf. Ausziigen a. d. exeg. Schr. d. Kirchenv. u. Reformatoren. Berl. 
1824 ; 4th revised ed. 1842. — J. Fr. v. Flatt, Vorless. herausgeg. v. 
Hoffmann. Tiib. 1825. — H. E. G. Paulus, see p. 248. — L. J. Riickert, 
Comm. Lpz. 1831. 2d revised ed. 1839. 2 vols. — W. Beneke, Der Br. 
an d. R. erlaut. 1831. — J. G. Reiche, Ausfihrl. Erkl. 1833-34. — Conr. 
Gléckler, Der Br. d. Ap. P. an d. R. erkl. 1834. — Ed. Kéllner, Comment. 
1834.— C. F. A. Fritzsche, P.comm. perp. Tom. I. 1836. Tom. II. 1839. 
— Rasm. Nielsen, Der Br. P. an d. Rom. entwickelt, deutsch von Michel- 
sen. 1843. — Krehl, Der Br. an d. Rom. ausgel. 1845. — Catholic Commen- 
tators: Klee, 1830. Stengel, 1836. Reithmayr, 1845. A. Mater, 1847. 


Origan of the Church at Rome. 
§ 136 a. 


The church at Rome had no proper founder. Christian- 
ity was probably carried thither by the intercourse that 
necessarily arose between the numerous Jewish population 
there* and the churches in Greece, Macedonia, Asia Minor, 
and Palestine. The expulsion of the- Jews from Rome? 
must especially have served to make them acquainted with 
Christianity. This was the case with Aquila and Priscilla 
(Acts xviii. 2, f., 18, f., 26), who returned to Rome, and a 
church assembled in their house (Rom. xvi. 3,f.). To them, 
therefore, is chiefly due the merit of having carried Chnis- 
tianity to Rome. The persons mentioned in xvi. 7, 9, 12, 
may also have shared in the work. 
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* Philo, Legat. ad Cajum, p. 785, ed. Col.: Ids ot» amedéxero (Augus- 
tus) ry mépay tov TiBépews rorapod peydAny tis ‘Payns aroropny, iv ovK 
nyvee katexoperny Kai olkoupevny mpds Iovdaiwy ; ‘Pwpatos S€ Roay of mAetous 
dmeAevOepabevres. Alxpddwros yap dxOevres els “Iradtay tnd ray ktnoape- 
vow nrevOepoOnaay, ovdey ray marplwy mapaxapaga BracOevres. ‘Hrictraro 
obv Kal mpocevxds eyovras xal cumdvras els avrds, xal pddcora tais lepais 
€B8dpas, Gre Snpooig riy mdrpioy mwaidevovras dirocoplay,; nriorato Kal 
Xanpara cuvayaydvras ard tay drapydy lepd, Kal méurayras eis ‘lepoadAvpa 
da rdv ras Ovolas dvakdvray. "AN duos obre éEqxice tHs ‘Pdpns éxelvous 
ofre thy ‘Papatxy abray apeiAaro rroAcrelay, Ore Kad ris lovdaixns éppdvricer, 
odre evewrépioey els ras mpocevyds, obte éxdAvce ovvdyer Oar mpos Tras TOY 
vépav tdnynoas, ore nvavriadn Trois dmapxopuévats, GAA’ ovTws dolwro wept 
Ta Hpérepa, Sore povovod mavoixios avabnudrwy moAureAcias rd lepdy nyo 
éxdopnoe, mpoordgas xai de aidvos dvdyerOac Ovoias évredexeis OAOKaUTOUS 
nad” éxdorny juépay éx ray idiay mpordday, drapxny rp tplory bed, Kk. T. X. 

> Judaei impulsore Chresto (Christo?) adsidue tumultuantes Roma ex- 
pulit. Sueton. in Claudio, c. 25. Cf. Hug, Einl. I]. 391. Ammon, Super 
loc. Sueton. de vita Claudii, c. 25. Gott. 1803. 4to. 

° Others (Michaélis, Bertholdt) place the beginning of Christianity in. 
Rome much earlier. If Peter ever preached there, he certainly did not 
before this Epistle was composed, as Paul was not in the habit of intruding 
on a sphere of labor belonging to another (Rom. xv. 20, 2 Cor. x. 16, Gal. 
il. 7,8). Cf. §170. 


§ 136 b. 


When once Christianity became known to Roman Jews, 
it attracted also, without doubt, the attention of their nu- 
merous countrymen and friends in Rome.* Hence the 
church there was, like others, mixed, being composed of 
Jews and Gentiles (xv. 7, ff). The majority (cf. i. 6, 13, 
vi. 14) was probably not composed of Jews, who are ad- 
dressed but once (vii. 1-6), and in common with the former 
proselytes, but of Gentiles, who are more frequently ad- 
dressed (vi. 17, ff., xi. 13, 26, 28, 30), and in xiv. 1, ff. are 
enjoined forbearance towards Jewish-Christian prejudices. 
As Paul feels drawn towards the Roman Christians, seeks 
a sphere of labor among them, is in general content with 
their Christian life (i. 8, xv. 14), regards his gospel as theirs 
(ii. 16, vi. 17, xvi.17, 25), has among them many friends, 
and does not oppose Jewish-Christian false teachers, it is 
not probable that Judaism had the upper hand among 
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them.» The majority seem rather to have shared the 
Apostle’s tendencies, as was certainly the case with Aquila 
and Priscilla. "Whether the church was formally organized 
is exceedingly uncertain, as Luke scarcely mentions its ex- 
istence.° 
« Juvenal, Sat. XIV. ver. 96, sqq.: — 
Quidam sortiti metuentem sabbatha patrem, 
Nil praeter nubes et coeli numen adorant, 
Nec distare putant humana carne suillam, 
Qua pater abstinuit, mox et praeputia ponunt. 
Romanas autem soliti contemnere leges, 
Judaicum ediscunt et servant ac metuunt jus, 
Tradidit arcano quodcunque volumine Moses. 
Tacit. Hist. V. 5: Pessimus quisque, spretis religionibus patriis, tributa 
et stipes illuc gerebant, unde auctae Judaeorum res. 
> As Baur, Ueb. Zweck u. Veranlass. des Rom. Br., Tub. Ztschr. 1836. 
III. 114, ff., Paulus, etc., p. 337, ff., asserts, opposed by Rickert, II. 361, ff. 
Olshausen, in St. u. Kr. 1838. p. 926, ff. Neand. AG. I. 452, ff. 
¢ Acts xxviii. 15. How ver. 17, ff. are to be understood, which record 
the ignorance manifested by the Roman Jews regarding Paul, and their 
but distant acquaintance with the Christian sect, is a disputed exegetical 
question. See my Exeg. Hdb. on the passage. Tholuck, Ein). z. Rom. Br. 
p. 12, ff. ° 


Date of the Epistle. 


§ 187. 


When Paul wrote this Epistle, he was about going to Jeru- 
salem with a contribution that he had gathered in Macedonia 
and Achaia (xv. 20, f.). He feared. danger from the Jews 
there (xv. 30,f.). This indicates his last residence at Corinth 
(cf. Acts xxiv. 17, 1 Cor. xvi. 1, ff, 2 Cor. viii, ix., Acts xx. 
22, f.). He desired at that time to visit Rome (i. 13, xv. 23, 
cf. Acts xix. 21). The persons whose greetings. he sends 
(xvi. 21) are, at least in part, mentioned as his then com- 
panions (Acts xx. 4). His host at that time (xvi. 23) was 
a Corinthian (1 Cor. i. 14), and Erastus (xvi. 23) also seems 
to belong to Corinth (2 Tim. iv. 20). Finally, the recom- 


mendation of a Christian woman of Cenchree (xvi. 1) in-’ 


dicates his stay in that city. That Aquila and Priscilla 
(xvi. 3) were at that time living in Rome again is possible, 
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from Acts xviii. 19-26, 1 Cor. xvi. 19. Accordingly, the 
date of the composition falls about A. D. 58 or 59.* 

* J. F. Flatt, De tempore, quo Pauli ad Rom. ep. acripta sit, in Pott, 
Sylloge, Vol. II., chiefly against Todler’s (Theol. Aufsatze, p. 41, f.) opin- 
ion, who dates the Epistle later. H.. G. Paulus, De originibus ep. Paul. 
ad Rom. Jen. 1801. 4to, places it somewhat earlier. Cf. Bertholdt, p. 
3285, f. — Tertius wrote the Epistle from the Apostle’s dictation (xvi. 22). 


Occasion, Design, Contents. 


§ 188 a. 


The Apostle might easily be induced to write to the 
church in the chief city in the Roman world, whose estab- 
lishment was mediately at least and in part his work, and 
to preach to which was part of his great missionary plan, by 
the tidings he received, perhaps in Corinth or Ephesus, of 
their circumstances (perhaps from letters of Aquila and 
Priscilla), especially as an opportunity presented itself in 
Phoebe’s journey to Rome (xvi. 1), 

He aimed to contribute by a letter, before he could in 
person, to the triumph of Christianity in Rome over Juda- 
ism and heathenism.* A secondary object was to counteract 
the influence which the turbulent spirit of the Roman Jews 
might or did exert on the Christians, and to prevent dissen- 
sion between the scrupulous and the free-minded Christians 
in regard to abstinence from meat and the observing of days.> 

* Eichhorn (Einl. Ill. 217) is correct in not finding in this Epistle, as in 
that to the Galatians, the dogmatical antagonism to Jewish Christians. A 
certain regard to their dogmatic prejudices is supposed, on the other hand, 
by Schmid (Ttib. Progr. 1830) and Tholuck (Rom. Br. p. 19, 4th ed.), on 
account of chap. xiv.-xvi. In consequence of his supposition of a pre- 
vailing Judaizing tendency in the Roman church, Baur misapprehends the 
whole bearing of the Epistle, and sees in chap. ix.— xi. its proper nucleus. 
Cf. Exeg. Hdb. II. 1. p. 3. Kling agrees, to a certain extent, with him 
(St. u. Kr. 1837. p. 287, ff, 314). Olshausen strongly opposes him (ib. 
1838. p. 922, ff). 

> Neither the theory of merely ascetic abstinence (Koppe, Eichhorn, 
Meyer), nor that of abstinence merely from meat offered to idols (Neander), 
meet the exegetical requirements of chap. xiv.; but we must combine the 
Jatter kind of abstinence with the observance of the Levitical prohibitions 
in regard to food. Exeg. Hdb. on chap. xiv. 

34. 
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§ 138 b. 


The contents of the Epistle fall into two main divisions, 
a didactic and a hortatory. I. A representation of the 
Gospel as the revelation which brings to all believers bless- 
edness and righteousness. These the Jews need, as well as 
the Gentiles, because all— and the Jews according to their 
very Law — are liable to punishment before God (i. 16- 
iii. 30). Faith in Christ alone brings righteousness before 
God, as even Abraham and David were justified through 
faith (iii. 21-iv. 20). The result of this justification is 
peace and joy; through Christ, the reconciler, a new life 
is begun for mankind (v.). But sanctification, also, must be 
connected with reconciliation, a living morality independent 
of the Law, because the Law could not inspire to goodness, 
but rather excited to sin (vi., vil.). In the spirit of Christ 
we overcome sin and the flesh, and thus, also, all earthly 
sufferings through a blessed hope. The reconciled man is 
blessed even here (viii.), Complaint and comfort regarding 
the obstinacy of a large part of the Jews, and their exclu- 
sion from salvation (ix.—xi.). II. Moral exhortations of 
various kinds, among others even to civil obedience (xii. 
xili.), to patience with those weak in the faith (xiv., xv. 1- 
13), together with an epilogue (xv. 14-33), and an appen- 
dix (xvi.). 


On Chapters XV., XVI. 


§ 139 a. 


The opinion, that chap. xvi. is not addressed to the Ro- 
man Christians,* is supported by the improbability that all 
the persons whom the Apostle greets, some of them near 
acquaintances and friends, were living at Rome. We 
should rather expect to find them at Ephesus (xvi. 3, 4, 
cf. 1 Cor. xvi. 19; ver. 5). It is, however, easier to suppose 
that the intercourse of the Eastern provinces with Rome 
had, for the time being, drawn all these Christians thither,> 
than that this chapter does not belong to our Epistle. 


e 
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® Semler, Diss. de duplici appendice ep. P. ad Rom. Hal. 1767, in his 
Paraphr. epist. ad Rom. Hal. 1769. (On the contrary, J. Fr. Schulz, in his 
translation of Wm. Bowyer, Conjecturen tiber das N. T. I. 385. Koppe, 
Excurs. II. ad comm. in ep. ad Rom. Flatt, Comm. p. 455, f.) Dav. 
Schulz, in Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1829. p. 609, ff., cf. Eichhorn, III. 243, ff. 
Schott, Isag. § 59. 

» Narcissus, ver. 11, seems to belong to Rome. Suweton. in Claud. 28. 
Tacit, Ann. XII. 57. : 


§ 1395. 


Semler would detach chap. xv. also from our Epistle, and 
Paulus regards it as an appendix,* for xv. 1-13 belongs to 
chap. xiv., and xv. 14—33 forms the conclusion. It is un- 
necessary, on account of the various benedictions and of the 
different position of the doxology, xvi. 25, ff, in the MSS., 
to suppose that chap. xv., xvi. were written on supplement- 
ary sheets.° The genuineness of both chapters has recently 
been questioned,° but on grounds which rest in part on a 
mistaken view of the Epistle, in part on an erroneous inter- 
pretation of various passages. 

* Semler, as above. Paul. Uebers. u. Erkl. des Rom. u. Gal. Br. Ein- 
leit. 

> Griesbach, Cur. in hist. text. Gr., Opusc. IT. 63, sqq. (cf. Gabi. Praef. II. 
p. xxiv.). Eichhorn, III. p. 232, ff Flatt, Comm. 

¢ Baur, in Tub. Zeitschr. 1836. III. p. 144, ff., 97, ff; Paul. p. 399, ff. ; 


in the main satisfactorily refuted by Kling, in Stud. u. Krit. 1837. p. 308, 
ff. Cf. Exeg. Hdb. II. 1. p. 205. 


Genuineness of the Epistle. 


§ 140. 


The genuineness of the Epistle is beyond all doubt. The 
testimonies of the ancient Fathers also support it. 


" Clemens Rom. I. ep. ad Corinth. oc. 35, cf. Part I. $18, notec. Poly- 
carp, Ad Philipp. c. 6: Kal mdvras 8 mapacrivas rp Bnpars rod Xpioroi, 
nal éxacroy dmép éavrov Adyow Sovvu. Cf. Rom. xiv. 10: Idvres yap mapa- 
arnodpeba rp Bnyars rov Xptorod. Ver. 12: "Apa ody Exaoros Hydy repr 
davrov Adyow 8aces Oem. Theophilus (cir. 168), Ad Autolyc. |. II. p. 79: 
...- Tos Kad’ Uroponhpy 81a epywv ayabay (nrovos nv apOapciay, Swpncera 
(any aldnov, xapay .... Trois d¢ amwicros kal xarappoynrais nal dresBova: +7 
aAnbeia, resOopevors d€ rj ddicia .... €aras cpy) Kai Oupds, Odjiis Kal ore- 
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voywpias (cf. Rom. ii.6-9). L. II. p. 126: .... re rpy ripyy, ry ripny> ro 
rov pdéBov, rav poBoy > r— rdv pdpov, rov pdpoy + pndevi pndev apeirecy fj pdvoy 
ro dyaray mdvras (cf. Rom. xiii.7,8). Epist.eccl. Vienn. et Lugd. in Euseb. 
H.E. V.1: .... érs obx da ra wabnpara rov wiv Katpod mpos rhv peAdov- 
cay ddfav droxadupOjva eis jpas (cf. Rom. viii. 18). Jren. 1. III. c. 16, 
§ 3: Hoc ipsum interpretatus est Paulus scribens ad Romanos: ‘* Paulus 
Apostolus Jesu Christi, praedestinatus ad Evangelium Dei, quod promisit 
per prophetas suos,”’ etc. (cf. Rom. i. 1, ff.). Et iterum ad Romanos scri- 
bens de Israel dicit: ‘* quorum patres, et ex quibus Christus secundum car- 
nem,’’ etc. (cf. Rom. ix. 5). Clemens Alex. Paedag. I. p. 117: "I8e ody, 
gyno 6 Tlatdos, xpnorérnra nal aroropiay Oeov, x.r.d. (cf. Rom. xi. 22). 
Strom. III. p. 457: ‘Opolws 8€ cal 6 Tatdos év rH mpds ‘Papalous émurrovAf 
ypaper * otrives areOavoper rij duaptia, mas ere (noopey év aury;”’ x. 7d. 
(cf. Rom. vi. 2). Tertull. Adv. Prax. c. 13: Solum autem Christum po- 
tero Deum dicere, sicut idem Apostolus: “Ex quibus Christus, qui est, 
inquit, Deus super omnia benedictus in aevum omne ”’ (cf. Rom. ix. 5). De 
corona, c.6: ....ut cum ad Romanos natura facere dicens nationes ea, 
quae sunt legis. 
Regarding the omission of év ‘Pdyy, chap. i. 7, 15, see § 145 c, note c. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


PAUL’S EPISTLES DURING HIS IMPRISONMENT. 


Which Imprisonment ? 


§ 141 a. 


Tue three Epistles to Philemon, the Colossians, and the 
Ephesians, were written by the Apostle during his impris- 
onment (Philem. 9; Col. iv. 3,10,19; Eph. iii. 1, iv. 1, vi. 
20). This is commonly understood as the imprisonment at 
Rome. No distinct trace of this, however, appears. The 
friends mentioned — Timothy, Aristarchus, Luke, Mark, 
Demas, Epaphras, Tychicus, Onesimus, Jesus Justus — 
may certainly have been with Paul at Rome (on the first 
three, see Acts xxvii. 2, Phil. i.1), but also at Caesarea (Acts 
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xx. 4), where several writers suppose these letters to have 
been written.» It is more probable that the others were 
with him there than at Rome, especially, that Onesimus fled 
thither to him. It seems, also, more natural that the Apostle 
should manifest his anxiety from this place for the near 
communities at Colosse and in Asia Minor by written ex- 
hortation.” Paul’s writing about his labors in behalf of the 
Gospel (Col. iv. 3, 11, Eph. vi. 19, f.) is in favor of Rome, 
where he had opportunity for such labors (Acts xxviii. 31), 
which in Cesarea does not seem to have been me case 
(Acts xxiv. 23). 


* D. Schulz, Stud. u. Kr. 1829. p. 612, ff. Schott, Isag. $66. (Cf. Graul, 
De Schulzii et Schotti sententia scripsisse Paulum ep. ad Eph. etc. in Caesa- 
riensi captivitate. Lips. 1838.) Wiggers, St. u. Kr. 1841. p. 448, ff. 
Béttger, Beitr. II. 47, ff. 

’ The ground adduced by Schulz, that, on the common supposition, 
Philem. 22 does not accord with Rom. xv. 24, is not valid, as we may sup- 
pose that in Ceesarea the Apostle adhered to his plan of the Spanish journey 
more firmly than at Rome, where he perhaps found reasons for giving it up. 
According to Schrader (as above), Acts xxiii. 11 does not accord with 
Philem. 22. ‘* While in Ceesarea he was looking towards Rome.’’? The 
reason found by Wiggers, in the non-mention of Onesimus in the Epis- 
tle to the Ephesians and in Eph. vi. 22, that Tychicus, the bearer of 
the three Epistles, did not come from Rome, and hence of course through 
Ephesus, but from Ceesarea, by the land-route, to Colosse, rests on his mis- 
taken view of the Epistle to the Ephesians ($ 145). 


I. Epistle to Philemon. 


Older commentaries of Lamb. Danaeus (Geneva, 1579), Andr. Hyperius 
(with, at the same time, the pastoral Epistles. Geneva, 1582), Scipio Gentilis 
(Ntirnb. 1618), Jo. Himmel (Jen. 1641), Jo. Quistorp (Rost. 1644), Seb. 
Schmid (see above, p. 242), Jo. Fecht (Rost. 1696), Z. Chr. G. Schmid 
(Leipz. 1786). — Storr, In ep. ad Coloss. partem alt. et epistolium ad 
Philem. Opusc. acad. II. 176, sqq. — A. H. Niemeyer, Progr. Hal. 1802. 
— D. H. Wildschut, De vi dictionis et sermonis elegantia in ep. P. ad Phi- 
lem. conspicuis. Traj. 1809.— C. R. Hagenbach, P. ep. ad Philem. inter- 
pretatus est. Basil. 1829. 4to. — Mauriz. Rothe, P. ad Philem. epae. 
interpret. hist. exeg. Brem. 1844. — J. Fr. Ign. Demme, Erkl. d. Br. a. 
Phil. 1844. — J. H. Petermann, P. ep. ad Ph. ad fid. verss. orient. vet. una 
cum earum textu originali Graec. ed. 1844. — Aug. Koch, Comm. tb. d. Br. 
P. an Philem. Zur. 1846. 
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§ 1410. 


Philemon, a convert of Paul (ver. 19),— perhaps while 
at Ephesus, — was a respected and worthy man among the 
Christians at Colosse, in Phrygia (Philem. 1,2, 4-7, cf. 
Col. iv. 9).* Paul, at that time a prisoner (ver. 9), sends to 
him, by the hands of his assistant Tychicus (Col. iv. 7-9), 
his escaped or disobedient slave, converted by Paul in his 
captivity, with this letter written by his own hand (Philem, 
19), in which he begs Philemon to pardon and give a fra- 
ternal Christian reception to Onesimus, and announces at 
the same time his visit (ver. 22). The letter is wholly a 
letter of friendship, not at all doctrinal, written with a genial 
delicacy, and even with a spice of pleasantry (ver. 11, 19). 
Its spirit, however, is thoroughly religious. Its genuineness 
is not to be doubted.» Though Tertullian first mentions it, 
he testifies that Marcion’s collection contained it.° 


@ According to Wieseler and others (§ 1325, note c), he was a Laodicean, 
because Archippus belonged to Laodicea, for Col. iv. 17 speaks of him in 
connection with the community there, and is supported by the church tradi- 
tion (Constitutt. App. VII. 46). From the fact that his slave Onesimus 
was of Colosse (Col. iv. 9), Wieseler thinks we are not authorized to deduce 
the dwelling-place of the master. But Onesimus must certainly be sent to 
the dwelling-place of his master. . 

> Baur (Paulus, p. 476), however, has done so; but only to show the 
possibility of the letter being the embryo of a Christian romance, after the 
fashion of the pseudo-Clementine Homilies. 

¢ Tertull. Cont. Marc. V. 21: Soli huic epistolae brevitas sua profuit, ut 
falsarias manus Marcionis evaderet. 


II. Epistle to the Colossians. 


Melanchthon, Enarratio, 1559.— Zanchius, see p. 242. — Davenant, Exp. 
ep. ad Col. Genev. 1655. 4to. — J. H. Suicer, In ep. ad Col. comm. crit. 
exeg. Tig. 1699. 4to.—N. T. ed. Kopp. Vol. VII. P. 2. contin. Heinrichs. 
— Olshausen, Vol. 1V. — Baumg.- Crus. III. 1.— Storr, Diss. in ep. Pauli ad 
Col. Ttib. 1786-87. 4to, in his Opusc. acad. II. 120, sqq. — Fr. Junker, 
Hist. krit. u. phil. Comment. Mannh. 1828. — Vorless. tib. d. Br. P. an 
d. Phil. Col. Thess. u. an Philem. v. J. F. v. Flatt. Ttib. 1829. — K. Chr. 
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W. F. Bahr, Comment. Bas.-1833. — Béhmer, Theol. Ausleg. Bresl. 1835. 
— Steiger, Kleine paul. Briefe, Theil I. (Br. an d. Col.) 1835. — Huther, 
Comm. Hamb. 1841. 


Occasion. 
§ 142. 


Paul sent by Tychicus (Col. iv. 7-9), together with the 
foregoing Epistle, a letter to the community of Christians at 
Colosse, in Phrygia Pacatiana.* He had never been there 
(ii. 1), although he had twice travelled through Phrygia 
(Acts xvi. 6, xviii. 23).> He was, however, acquainted with 
members of the church there (Epistle to Philemon), which 
was devoted to him (i. 7, f.); and Epaphras, their teacher, 
was at just that time with the Apostle (i. 7, f,, iv.12; Philem. 
23).° His presence, and the tidings which he gave the 
Apostle concerning the church (i. 3, 8), were, beyond dis- 
pute, the occasion of the Epistle. 

@ On the situation and history of the city, see Bohmer, Isagoge in ep. ad 
Coloss. 1829. p. 21, sqq. Different mode of writing KoAoggai and KoAao- 
oai ; the most numerous and the best critical authorities favor the latter ; 
the former, on the other hand, is supported by the old historians and geog- 
raphers and the coins of the city. Eckhel, Doctr. numm. vet. P. I. Vol. III. 
p. 147, cf. Bertholdt, Hinl. VI. p. 3441. 

> On the contrary, Dav. Schulz, in Stud. u. Kr. 1829. p.535, ff. Schott, 
Isagog. p. 268. Bdttger, Beitr. III.62. Neudecker, p. 515, ff. Wiggers, 
Stud. u. Kr. 1838. p. 165. Earlier, Lardner, Theodoret. The Apostle’s 
having passed twice through Phrygia (Acts xvi. 6, xviii. 23) leads one, at 
first sight, to suppose that he had been at Colosse, although, if he vis- 
ited Galatia proper, his way lay through northern Proconsular Asia by 
Ephesus (cf. Stetger, p. 42, ff.), rather than through southern Phrygia and 
Colosse. The passage ii. 1, f., cf. i. 3, 7, 23, f., (if unperverted,) is de- 
cisive against it. Also in ver. 6,7, it is not indicated that Paul himself 
instructed the Colossians, but, i. 7, that Epaphras was their teacher. Cf. 
Boéhmer, Exc. I. p. 274, sqq. 

© In what sense is he called, Philem. 23, fellow-prisoner? Cf. Col. iv. 10. 


Design and Contents. 


§ 143. 


On receipt of the glad intelligence of the Christian faith 
and love pervading the church at Colosse, Paul desires 
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to strengthen them, and especially to warn them against 
certain false teachers, who combined narrowness in the hold- 
ing of Jewish principles and strict asceticism with a mystical 
philosophy (ii. 16-—23).* 

With this view, after an introduction expressive of his 
gratitude and his prayers (i.3 —12), he represents to the Co- 
lossians the high dignity of the Redeemer, and the bless- 
ings of the reconciliation effected by him (i. 18-23), and 
testifies to the gladness with which he suffers for their salva- 
tion (i. 24 —29), in order thereby more impressively to warn 
them against being deceived by the human wisdom that 
leads away from Christ (ii.). He closes with moral admo- 
nitions and salutations (iii. iv.). 

@ The different opinions of interpreters (who so often pretend to, 
know more than lies in the text) on these false teachers are set forth 
and weighed by Bertholdt, VI. 3448, ff. Neudecker, p. 518, f. Béhmer, 
Isag. p. 56, sqq. Huther, Einl., p. 27, ff. The opinionthat they were Jews 
— (Eichhorn, Ein]. III. 1. p. 287, ff. Junker, Comment. p. 43, ff. Schneck- 
enburger, Anh. to his work on the Proselytentaufe, p. 213, cf. Beitr. p. 146, 
ff., Stud. u. Kr. 1832. p. 840, ff., according to the last-mentioned writer, the- 
osophic Jews, who, without directly opposing the Christian faith, placed it in 
a subordinate position [Col. ii. 19], brought in a higher wisdom [ver. 18], and 
insisted on the ascetic practices of Judaism [ver. 8, 20—23]) — is rightly re- 
jected by Béhmer, p. 56, sqq., Rheinwald, De Pseudodoctor. Coloss. (Bonn, 
1834), and others. There were theosophic Jewish Christians (Neander, AG. 
I. 507, ff.), but whether their theosophy was Essenic (Storr, Rheinw., Ored- 
ner, &c.), or Cabalistic (Ostander, Tiib. Ztschr. 1834. III.), or of some 
other sort, it is difficult precisely to ascertain ; but there is no positive ground 
for regarding it as Cerinthian (Neand., Mayerhoff). 


Genuineness. 
§ 144. 


The Epistle has always belonged to those universally 
accepted.» Only in the most modern times has it been 
doubted, but on insufficient grounds.» 

* Justin. Mart. Dial. c. Tryph. p. 310: ... . mpwréroxoy ray mdvroy trot 
npatov. p. 311: .... mpwroréxov mdons krivews. p. 326: .... mpwrdroxoy 
rov Geov Kal mpd mavray ray ericpareyv. Cf. Col. i. 15. Theophil. Ad Au- 
tolyc. IT. p. 100: Totroy rdy Adyov éyevnce mpoopixdy, mpwordéroxoy mdons 
xrigews, k.r-A. Jren. III. 14. 1: Et iterum in epistola, quae est ad Colos- 
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senses, ait: salutat vos Lucas, medicus, dilectus. Clemens Alex. Strom. I. 
p- 277: .... nal rH mpds Kodogcaeis émorodg. Cf. IV. 499, V. 576, 
VI. 645. 

» Mayerhoff (Der Brief an die Col. mit vornehml. Berdcksichtigung d. Pas- 
toralbriefe krit. geprtift. Berl. 1838) and Schwegler (Nachap. Zeitalt. II. 326, 
f.) find something un-Pauline, (1.) in the use of language and the style. 
T@ xupiy Xpror@ is certainly singular. But the absence of favorite expressions 
of Paul, such as dixacooim, dixatdw, and kindred expressions, owrnp, corn- 
pia, and others, is a ground which may be urged against other unquestionably 
genuine Epistles. Acxatoovyn occurs only once in the long First Epistle to 
the Corinthians, and not at all in those to the Thessalonians ; 8xaid@ not 
once in the whole Second Epistle to the Corinthians, and those to the Thes- 
salonians and the Philippians; nor cwrnpia in the First Epistle to the Co- 
rinthians. As little can the positive peculiarity in the selection of words 
prove, e. g. davepoir, iii. 4 (according to the connection), applied to the re- 
turn of Christ; the repeated use of dra€ Aeydpueva, as mOavodcyia, éOedo- 
Opyoxela, and others. On the other hand, “EAAny «. “Iovéaios, iii. 11, for 
"Iovd. x. "EXA., is remarkable. The omission or rare use of illative and 
causal particles (dpa, 5:6, ydp), and the prevailing connection by the rel- 
ative pronoun and the participle, constitute a prominent peculiarity of our 
Epistle. But dpa is wanting also in Phil., 86 in Gal. and 2 Thess., diérs in 
Eph. and 2 Thess., which Mayerhoff considers genuine ; and the generally 
slighter dialectic movement, as.well as the want of anacolutha, is accounted 
for by the special object of the Epistle, and by the mood of the Apostle. 
(2.) The mode of treating subjects is un-Pauline ; in contrast with the other 
Pauline Epistles, the logical arrangement is wanting in the first, dogmatic por- 
tion, while in the second part, on the contrary, the admonitions are given in 
groups (cf. Rom. xii. 3-8, xiii.). It is not (with Hucher) to be denied, that 
there the flow of the thought is rendered somewhat heavy and difficult by 
various repetitions (Mayerhoff, p. 45, ff.) ; but how different is the manner 
of the Second Epistle to the Corinthians from that of the First! ‘* Poverty 
of thought,’’ at least, is not the reason. (3.) Mayerhoff finds no essential 
difference in the dogmatic statements, but merely variations in subordinate 
points, although incorrectly i in i, 13, 20, f.; ii. 13, f. (cf. 2 Cor. v. 18), ii. 22, 
and elsewhere; only. the extension of. the eedesmiie work of Christ, i. 20, 
is singular. This it is, moreover, which Baur, Paulus, p. 417, ff., espe- 
cially urges against the Epistle. Schwegler (as above, p. 327) remarks that 
love is placed in the foreground, while justification through faith, and the 
contrast between faith and the Law, retire to the background, and the false 
teachers are not opposed in the well-known Pauline fashion. Much weight 
is laid, also, as in the pastoral Epistles, upon the ériyywois. The Epistle 
indicates a first step towards Johannic Christianity. (4.) In its compo- 
sition, the Epistle to the Ephesians served as a basis.—- But the Epistle to 
the Ephesians much rather presupposes that to the Colossians ($ 146 a). 
(5.) The erroneous doctrine must, according to, Mayerhoff, have been Corin- 

35 
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thian, and therefore post-apostolic ; according to Baur, on the other hand, 
Gnostic-Ebionite. The latter also makes the Christology of the Epistle 
Gnostic. But there is a great difference between this and Gnosticism proper. 
Moreover, even Mayerhoff acknowledges so much that is Pauline in the lan- 
guage, and the style of the writing and of thought, that even striking pecu- 
liarities in their presence vanish like thin shadows. Cf. Huther, p. 418, ff. 


III. Epistle to the Ephesians. 


Mart. Bucer, Praelectt. 1562. — N. T. ed. Koppe, Vol. VI. — Olshausen, 
Vol. IV. — Meyer, Abth. 8.— Baumg. Orus. III. 1. — Exeg. Hab. II. 4. 
— Th. J. Schiitz, Comment. Lips. 1778. Auctarium comment. 1785. — 
J. A. Cramer, Uebers. nebst Ausl. 1782. 4to.— F. A. W. Krause, Uebers. 
u. Anmm. 1789.— J. A. Holzhausen, Uebers. u. Erl. 1833. — L. J. Riick- 
ert, Erl. u. Vertheid. 1834. — C. St. Matthies, Erkl. 1834. — Fr. C. Meier, 
Comment. 1834.— G. Chr. Ad. Harless, Comment. 1834.— A. van Bem- 
melen, Diss..de epp. ad Ephes. et Coloss. inter ge collatis. L. B. 1803. 


Destination. 
§ 145 a. 


The Epistle is addressed to the Ephesians, not only in ° 
the (spurious) super- and sub-scriptions, but also in the text 
(i. 1)* Judging from its contents, however, it is addressed 
to Gentile Christians (ii. 11, ff, 19, ff, iii. 1, ff, iv.17, 22), who 
stood in no near relation to Paul, but of whom he and those 
with him had merely “ heard” (i. 15, iii. 2),” and contains 
no reference to any such near relation (cf. vi. 21, f.). And 
yet the church at Ephesus was composed of Jews and Gen- 
tiles (Acts xix. 8-10, 17), and the Apostle stood in most 
intimate connection with it (Acts xx. 17, f.). The Epistle 
contains, moreover, no greeting from Timothy, from whom 
it might reasonably be expected, on account of his acquaint- 
ance with the church at Ephesus, and of the great probabil- 
ity that the Epistle was written at the same time as that to 
the Colossians (cf. Col. i. 1).° 

* i. 1: Tots dyiots rois ovow év Edéow cal morois év Xpiore Incov. 

> Rink, Sendschr. d. Korinth., &c., p. 56, ff. Wiggers, in Stud. u. 


Krit. 1841. p. 432, try to explain the passage so that it may apply to the 
Ephesians, but in vain. On the contrary, Liinemann, De ep. ad Eph. au- 
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thent. (Gott. 1842.) p. 22. — Neudecker (p. 503) finds in i. 15-23, iii. 2, 
13-21, on unbiassed, unprejudiced (?) examination, references to the former- 
ly intimate relation between the Apostle and the church which he had 
founded there. Wurm, Tiib. Ztschr. 1833. I. 98, supposes that the Apostle 
wished to avoid all allusion to their earlier relations, on account of his painful 
experiences at Ephesus (*). 

¢ The somewhat different object of the sending of Tychicus, mentioned 
in both Epistles (Eph. vi. 21, f., Col. iv. 7, f.), affords no satisfactory ob- 
jection against this sontanperansoneaene: Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 132, 
lays too much stress on it. Cf. § 147, note 8. 


§ 1455. 


Hence, some historical indications of a different destina- 
tion of the Epistle have been welcomed by many. It has 
been thought, especially from an expression of Tertullian, 
that neither Marcion, who superscribes the Epistle To the 
Laodiceans, nor himself, who seems to ascribe to the former 
merely the falsification of its title, read in the text i. 1 the 
place of destination., Moreover, manuscripts existed in 
ancient times, in which the address ran: Tots dyious Tots 
ovet Kat muorois ev Xp. 'I.; and such still exist.» On these 
data, and the passage Col. iv. 16, many° suppose that the 
Epistle was addressed to the Laodiceans; others,’ that it 
was a circular letter to several communities. : 


« Tertullian, Adv. Marc. V. 11: Praetereo hic de alia epistola, quam 
nos ad Ephesios praescriptam habemus, haeretici vero ad Laodicenos. 
c. 17: Ecclesiae quidem veritate epistolam istam ad Ephesios habemus emis- 
sam, non ad Laodicenos ; sed Marcion ei titulum aliquando inéerpolare ge- 
stiit, quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator. Nihil autem de ‘itudis 
interest, cum ad omnes apostolus scripserit, dum ad quosdam. piphan. 
Haeres. XLII. c. 9. p. 810, erroneously : “Eye: 8¢ xat (besides the Epistle 
to the Ephesians) ris mpds Aaodkxdas Aeyopems pépn. Cf. Schol. I. et XL.: 
els xvpios, pia micris, év Barriopa, x. r. A. (Eph. iv. 5,6). Refut.: Suva- 
ddvras pev tH mpds Edeclous, Mapxioy, kat ravras tas xard cov papruplas 
dd ris Aeyouéyns mpds Aaodcxéas ouvnyayes kard cov paprupias. 

> Basilius M., c. Eunom. Opp. I. 224. ed. Garn.: .... GAAa xal rois 
"Eqdecias émoré\Xwv os yrnolas jvwpévas rp Svri Oc éreyvooens Syras ai- 
rovs l3:a(dvras dvdpacey, elmav* ‘“Tois dyiots trois overs kal morois év Xpi- 
aT@ ‘Incod:’’ otra yap Kal of mpd nay mapadeddxact, Kal nets év trois 
madaois Tay ayrcypapev etpnxapey. Jerome speaks less decidedly in its 
favor, Comment. ad h. ].: Quidam curiosius, quam necesse est, putant ex 
eo, quod Mosi dictum sit: Haec dices filiis Israel, gus est, misit me, etiam 
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eos qui Ejphesi sunt, sancti et fideles, essentiae vocabulo nuncupatos, ut .... 
ab co.qui est, hi qui sunt appellentur. Alii vero simpliciter non ad eos 
qui sunt, sed gui Ephest sancti et fideles sunt, scriptum arbitrantur. The 
Cod. Vat. has évy ’Edéom on the margin only, and indeed, according to 
Tischend., by a second hand; Cod. 47. ex emend. omits it. 

© Jo..Mill, Pierce, Wall, Camp. Vitringa the younger, Herm. Venema, 
J. J. Wetstein, Paley, &c., Holzhausen, p. xiii. 

4 Usher, Annal. mund. ad. ann. 64. Garnier, ad Basil.l.c. G. Ben- 
son, Alb. Bengel, J. D. Michaélis, Binl. II. 1292. Koppe, Prolegg. in ep. 
ad Eph. Ziegler, Ein). in d. Br. an d. Ephes., in Henke’s Mag. Vol. IV. 
St.2. Justi, Verm. Abhandl. II. 81, ff. Hédnlen, Schmidt, Hug, Exch- 
horn, Bertholdt, Guertke, Credner, Reuss, Hemsen, Neander, Schneckenb. 
Beitr. 132, f., Béttg. Beitr. III. 35, ff., Riickert, Meier, &c. Ephesus 
and Laodicea (Col. iv. 16) are usually counted among the churches to 
which this circular letter was addressed. Kpp., Hdnl., Eichh., Berth., 
on the contrary, excluded Ephesus. According to Ush., Hinl., Hg., Olsh., 
éc., 2 blank was left in the subscription, to be filled out with the name of 
the church ; on the contrary, Beng., Schneckenb., Bottg., Oredn., &c., insist 
on the original reading, rots dy. r. ovow x. meorois ev Xp. “I. 


§ 145¢. 


But Tertullian probably charges Marcion, and justly, with 
arbitrary alteration, not only of the title, but also of the 
address, i. 1, itself (cf. §34).*"\ Thus the historical basis of 
the formet hypothesis vanishes. It is also at variance with 
Col. iv. 15, for, as the Epistles to the Colossians and the 
Ephesians are contemporaneous, Paul would not in the 
former send greetings to Laodicea. The second hypothesis 
has likewise an untenable ground in that reading, i. 1; for 
this, on the whole impossible,® owes its origin to arbitrary 
choice,° and cannot be admitted in the face of all the crit- 
ical authorities and of church tradition. This hypothesis 
is, however, in itself invalid, as the Epistle presupposes a 
certain circle of readers, and vi. 21, f. is opposed to the cir- 
cular character of the Epistle. ‘They who, on the ground of 
the common reading i. 1, recognized as genuine, accept 
Ephesus as the destination of the Epistle, but combine with 
this the encyclical character,’ load themselves with double 
difficulties, and quite pervert the bearing of the work. Nor 
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can we, without great arbitrariness, substitute for the church 
at Ephesus another in its neighborhood (Liinemann). 


® The expression titulus is urged; also that Tertullian does not speak 
expressly of falsification of the text, and refers, not to manuscripts, but to 
the ‘‘ veritas Ecclesiae.’’ See, on the contrary, Harless, Hinl. p. xxi. ff. 
Lilnemann, p. 37. 

> The supposed filling out of blanks would be an untruth, in relation to 
i. 15, f., ii. 11; yet, without the blank, these words have no sense. 

¢ According to Rink, p. 33, and others, on the dogmatic ground alleged 
by Basil. and Hieron., on which Cod. Boern. omits éy ‘Pouy (Rom. i. 7), 
cf. Scho]. cod. 47; more probably on a critical ground, namely, the percep- 
tion that this address does not correspond with the contents of the Epistle, 
cf. in Synopsis script. in Athanas. Opp. III. 194. Bened.: Tavrny (mpds 
"Edectous) émorédAee ard ‘Pdyns, ofrw pév advrods dwpaxds, dxovoas dé 
pdvoy rept airay; According to Mill, Proleg. $73, Anger, p. 122, because 
the encyclical destination was guessed at. 

@ Hammond, Flatt, Schott, Harless, Wiggers, Anger. ‘‘The Epistle is 
addressed to one particular church, the Ephesian (especially to those 
Gentile Christians there who were unacquainted with Paul personally, 
but without excluding the other Ephesian Christians, Ang.). But while 
Paul addressed his words to them, he enlarges the sphere of his vision, this 
community becomes to him the type of many similar communities, and thus 
he addresses under one community all Asiatic Christendom, of which Ephe- 
sus was the starting-point and the centre.’’ (Wigg.) ‘‘ If we suppose that 
his readers were daughter churches of that at Ephesus, or single Christians 
scattered over the country, who had first become acquainted with the Gospel 
from Ephesus, and intelligence of whom the Apostle had received through 
the Ephesians, it is natural that he should send the Epistle to them by 
means of those who had introduced them to him’? (also that he should ad- 
dress the Epistle to the latter’). Harless. 


Doubts of its Genuineness. 


§ 146 a. 


To what does not agree with Ephesus as its destination 
may be added, that the Epistle has no peculiarity either 
of aim or relations, and stands in such dependence on 
the Epistle to the Colossians as to be scarcely more than a 
verbose amplification of the same; for the reference to false 
teachers alone is omitted, and thereby the keeping of the 
whole lost." 
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* Table of Comparison. 


Epistle to the Ephesians. 
Greeting, i. 1, f., without Timothy. 
First, dogmatic Part, i. iii. 
1.) General thanksgiving for the 
blessings of Christianity, i. 3-14. 


Ver. 4: Kados éedé£aro nuas.... 
eivat Hpas dyious K. apdpous Kare- 
veriov avrov. 

Ver. 7: "Ev @ exopey rv amodvrpo- 
ow Sid rov aiparos airod, ryv de- 
OLY TOY TapaRNT@paToY. 

Ver 10: ... . dvaxeharardoacba ra 
mavra é€v rq Xptor@, Ta Ev TOIS Ov- 
pavois xal ra él THs ys, €v auTe. 


2.) Thanksgiving in regard to his 
readers, and prayers that they may 
apprehend what God has done for 
their salvation, and for the glory of 
Christ, the highly-exalted one, how 
he has awakened them from the 
death of sin, &c., i. 15- ii. 10. 

Ver.15-—17: Ata rodro xdyo daxov- 
cas THY Bad” dpas miotw ev TG Kv- 
pip “Incot ral riy dyarny ry eis 
mavras Tous dyious ov mavopas evya- 
plorav trep tparv, pyeiay tpav trot- 
ovpevos ént rv mpocevyay pou’ iva 
6 beds rod xupiov nay “Incot Xpt- 
arov, 6 rarnp Tis OdEns, San dpiv 
mvedpa aodias Kal amoxaduWeos év 
Emtyvaoet AUTOD. 


Ver. 18: .... Kat ris 6 wAovros Tis 
8dEns ris xAnpovopias avrov ev rots 
dyiow .... 


Epistle to the Colossians. 
Greeting, i. 1, f., from Timothy also. 
First, dogmatic Part, i., li. 

1,) First section. Thanksgiving for 
the satisfactory condition of the 
Colossians, of which he has heard, 
i. 3-8. 

Ver. 22: .... mapaoryoas tpas dyi- 
OUS K. Gua@pous K. dveyKANTOUs KaTe- 
YOMOY AUTO. 

Ver. 14: "Ev @ exopey ry drodurpo- 
aw (8a tov aiparos avrov), ry 
ddeoww tay dpapriay. 

Ver. 20: .... «at 8° avrod droxa- 
rad\Adgaz Ta mavra eis avroy 
eire ra emt ris yijs, etre Ta év Tois 


ovpavois. 

2.) Prayers for the Colossians, i. 9 
~ 12. 

3.) Of the high dignity of Christ and 
the blessing of the reconciliation, 
i. 13-23. 


Ver. 3,4: Evdxapiorotpev rp Oe@ xal 
marp) Tov Kupiou npav Inco Xpt- 
oro mdyrore, wept Yay mporevyxé- 
pevot, dkovoavres THY TriotTw tpov 
év Xpior@ “Incov, xal riv dyanny 
riy eis mavras Tous dylous .... 

Ver. 9: Ata rovro xat jpeis, ad’ fs 
pepas nrovcaper, ov travdpeba inép 
Upay mpocevxdpevos kal airovpevot, 
iva wAnpwOnre ryy énlyvoocw rod 
Gednparos avrot * év mrdoq codig 
kal ovvéres mvevparixy. 

Ver. 27: .... 4b 6 mdovros ris 8d£ns 


Tov puvornpiov rovrov év rois EOye- 


* This avrod, according to Mayerhoff, betrays the author of the Epistle 
to the Colossians as copying from the Epistle to the Ephesians. It refers, 


however, to rov Geov, ver. 6. 
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Ephes. 
Ver. 2k: .... tdwepdvw mdons dpyijs 
rat é£ovcias cal duvduews nal Kupid- 
Tyros, kal rayros dydparos, K. T. A. 


Ver. 22, f.: .... xal adrdy axe xe- 
adn» trép ravra rij éxxAnolg, 
qtts dort rd cpa avrov, rd wAnpo- 
pa Tov Ta wayra éy maou mAnpov- 
pévov. 

iil. 1: Kal tpas, Svras vexpovs rois 
mapanteapacs xa rais duaprias 


Ver. 5: .... nal: dvras tpas vexpovs 
Trois Taparrdpact cuve(worroinge Tp 
Xprorg. 

3.) Reminds the Gentile Christians 
of what they owe to Christ, ii. 11 
— 22, 

Ver. 11: .... ris .... mepiropis dy 
capri xetporoinrov. | 
Ver. 12: .... dre fre... . damo- 
Tpiwpevos THs modtrelas rod ‘Iopa- 

NA oo. 

Ver. 15: .... dv rp capkl avrod rdv 
yopoy Tay evroday ev Sdypacs. xa- 
Tapynoas .... 

Ver. 16; .... «al droxarakAd£n rods 
dudorepous ev evi cadpars rp Oep 
Ota TOU oravpov. 


4.) Of Paul’s apostolic office, and 
suffering for the proclamation of 
the redemption; prayer for his 
readers, chap. ill. 

Ver. 1: Tovrov xdpwy ¢yd Tavados, 6 
Seopios ro Xpsorod “Inoov strep 
tpav Toy €Ovay - 

Ver. 2: Etye nxovcare riy olxovoplay 
THs Xapiros Tov Oeod, ris 8obelons 
pos els Uyas' 


Ver. 3: “Ore xard droxadduyy éyvo- 
picOn pos rd pucrypioy .... 
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Coloss. 

Ver. 16: “Ors év avrg éxric6n ra 
mdyra, Ta €y Tots ovpavois Kal rd 
imi ris yns, ra dpara xal rd dopara, 
etre Opovos, etre xuptdrnres, etre dp- 
xal, etre é£ovolas. 

Ver. 18, f.: .... Kat adres dorw 77 
readn Tov cdparos THs éxxAnolas 
- +++ Ort &vairp edddxnce may Td 
mAnpoOpa KarotKyoas. 


Ver. 21: Kal ipas, wore dvras annd- 
Aorpiwmpevous xal éyOpods ty da- 
voila dy rois pyois rots srovnpois .... 

ii. 13: Kal tpds, vexpods dvras eév 
rois mapanrapact .... cvve(oorol- 
noev dds avy aire. 


li, 11: .... meptropy dxetporomnre. 


i. 21. See above. 


li, 14: "Egadelypas rd nad” Hucy yer- 
poypadoy rois Soypaow.... 


i, 20: .... xa 8° avrotd droxarad- 
Ad£as ra wavra eis avroy, elpnvorros- 
noas dia rod aiuaros rov cravpol 
GUTOU.... 

4.) Paul atteste his joy in suffering 
for the salvation of his fellow- 
Christians, i. 24 — 29. 


Ver. 24: Noy xalpw év rots rabnpa- 
ow Umép Ua .... 


Ver. 25: “Hs édyevouny éyd Sideovos 
kara TH» oixoyozlay Tov Oeov, rip 
80bciody por els Upas, rAnpeoas rdv 
Adyoy rov Geod, 

Ver. 26: Td pvornptoy rd droxexpup- 
pévoy ard roy aldywy xal dwrd roy 
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Ver.5:°O érépais yeveais ovx éyvo- 
pic6n rois viois Tay avOpwrev, os 
yuv amexadup6n trois dyiots amoard- 
Aots avrov xal mpodjrats év mvev- 
pares 2... 

Ver. 7: Od éyevdunv Sidxovos xara 
tiv Swpedy ths xadpitos Tov Geod, 
ry SoGeiody por.... 

Ver. 8, f.: .... é€v rots eOveoww evay- 
yericacba rov aveEtxviagrov mov- 
Tov Tov Xptorov Kat @wrica ray 
Tas, Tis 9 olkovopig Tov puvaTnpiov 
TOU GrroKekpuppevou amd THY al@vey 
év r@ be@. 

Ver. 16 reminds of 

Ver. 18, f. reminds of 
Omitted. 


Second, moral Part, iv. — vi. 
1) Exhortation to union, iv. i. — 16. 


Ver. 1: ... . aéiws mepurarnoa tis 
KAnoews, Hs exAnOnte, 

Ver. 2: Mera mdons ramewvodppoov- 
yns kal mpqérnros, pera paxpoOupi- 
as* dvexdpevot aGdAnAwy ev ayamy- 


Ver. 3: Saovddlovres rypeiv ray évd- 
THTA TOU TvEvpaTos Ev TH TvVdET PH 
tis elpnyvns. 

Ver.4: ....éy capa xad ev mvedpa, 
Kabds xat éxAnOnre ev pea edrrids THs 
KANTEws Upav. 

Ver. 15, f.: .... ds éorw 7 Kepadn, 
6 Xpiorés* €£ oF rayTd GGpa, ovy- 
appodoyotpevoy Kat ovpStBaCdpe- 
vov Sia maons apys tis emsxopn- 
yias xat’ évépyevav, év perp evs 
éxdorov pépovs tiv avfyow Tov 
odparos troteirat, eis otxodopiy éav- 
Tou év ayary- 

2.) Exhortation to a renewed Chris- 
tian life, iv. 17-v. 21. 


PAUL'S EPISTLES. 


Coloss. 
yevedv, vuvi 8€ ehavepaOn trois dyi- 
Ols AUTOU. 


Ver. 23: .... od éyevopny eye Tai- 
Aos Sudxovos. Cf. ver. 25. 


Ver. 27: .... ois nOeAnoey 6 Oeds 
4 , e a a , 
yvopica, ris 6 mdovros rhs 8déns 
Tov puotnplov rovrou ev rois ebye- 
aw, ds ears Xptoros év tyiv. Cf. 
ver. 26. 


i 11, 

ii. 2, f. 

Second section. Warning against er- 
roneous teachings, chap. il. 

Second, moral Part, iii., iv. 

1.) Exhortation to a renewed Chris- 
tian life, iii. 1-17. 

i.10: .... mepemarnoa: afias rov Ku- 
piov.... 

iii. 12, f.: "Evdvcacbe otv, ws éxde- 
Krot Tod Oeot dytot Kal ryamnpévot, 
omAayxva oixtippov, xpnorTéryra, 
Tamewvoppoourny, mpadrnra, paKpo- 
Ovpiay > aveydpevor GAAnA@Y .... 

Ver. 14, f.: "Em maoc 8€ rovrocs rhy 
dyamny, iris €art cvvderpos THs TeE- 
AecdryTos * Kal 7 eipyyy TOU Xpiorov 
BpaBevérw év rais xapdias tpar, 
eis hy kal éxrAnOnre év evi odpats. 


ll, 19: .... Kai ov xparav rnv Keda- 
Any, e€ ov wav Td copa, bia Tov 
déday kal ovvdeopov émyopryoupe- 
vov kat oupBiBaCcpevov, avtéy thy 
adénow rod Geo. 
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Ephes. 

iv. 19: .... deabapoias mdons ey 
mAeovetla. 

Ver. 22, ff.: .... droOér8at bpas, xa- 
Ta Tv mporépay avacrpodny, Tov 
madady dvOpwrov, rov Pbetpdpevoy 
cara ras édmOuplas ris admdrns: 
avayeovoOas 8¢ rq mvevpats rod vods 
bpdy, nal evBicarGa: roy Kady dy- 
Opwroy, roy xara Gedy xricOévra év 
Stxaoovvy xal dowdrnre ris dAn- 
Gelas. 

Ver. 25: Atd droépevos rd Weidos, 
Aadeire dAnGetay exacros pera rod 
wAnaloy avrov. 

Ver. 26: ’Opyl{erbe, rat pr) dpaprd- 
vere. 

Ver. 29: Ids Adyos campos ex rov 
oréparos buoy pr) éxmopevécba, 
GAN’ ef ris dyabds mpds olxodopny 
ris xpelas, iva 8g ydpw rots dxov- 
ovat. 

Ver. 31: doa mexpla rat Gupds rai 
épy)) kal xpavy? cal Braodnpila .... 

Ver. 32: TiverOe 3¢ els dAAHAOUS 
xpnorol, eSordayxvos, xapt(duevor 
davrois, xabas xal 6 Beds dy Xprorp 


éxyaploaro tpiv. 


Ver. 3: Hopvela 8¢ rat maca dxabap- 
cia h mdeovegia. 


Ver. 4: Kal aloxpérns, xal papodo- 
yia h etrparedla .... 

Ver. 5: ....# ded@apros 4 mcove- 
xrns, 8s dors alSmdoAdtpns ... 
Ver. 6: .... &d ravra ydp epxeras 
Spy) rov Geov em rovs viovs ris 

drretOelas. 

Ver. 15, f.: BAérere ov, mds axptBds 
wepirareire, pr) as doodpot, GAA’ os 
cool: efayopatspevos roy xatpdv, 
ére al Huépas rrovnpal ect. 

Ver. 19, f.: .... AaAouvres davrois 
Wadpois xal Uuvors xal Bdais mvev- 

36 
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Coloss. 

iil. 5: .... dea@apoiay .... xa rip 
mreovegiav .... 

lil. 8, ff. : Nuvi 8€ drdbeaGe xai tyeis 
ra wavra, dpyjy .... amexdvodpe- 
vot roy madatoy dvOpwroy aviv rats 
mpageoty avrou, al évdvodpevos roy 
dyaxawvoupevoy els énlyvoow xar 
elxdva tov xricavros aurdy. 


Ver. 8, f.: Nuvi 8¢ drdbeabe xai ipeis 
so py Wevderbe els ddAndovs. 


Ver.8: .... aloypodoylay ék rod 
ordparos tyay.... 

iv. 6: ‘O Adyos tyay mdvrore dv xa- 
prt ..0. 


lil.8: .... dpynv, Gupdy, xaxiay, BAa- 
odnpiay.... 

Ver. 12, f.: "Evducac6e . . . . omddy- 
Xa . +--+ Xpnordrnta ... . xa- 
pt(duevor davtois . . . . xaos Kai 
6 Xptords éxapicaro tiv, odrw Kal 
Dpets. : 

ili, 5: .... mopyelay, dxabapciay .... 
cal ry mreoveflav, yris dary elda- 


AoXarpeia. 
Ver. 8: .... alaxpodoyiay.... 
Ver. 5. (See above.) 
Ver. 6: .... 8 a epxera 7 dpy) 


tov Oeot em rovs viovs ris ares 
Geias - 

iv. 5: Evy copia mepurareire mpds 
tous tw, tov xatpdy éfayopatd- 


pevot. 


iii. 16, f.: .... év mdoy codia ddd- 
oxovres xai yvouberouyres éavrods 
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. 
Eples. 
parcxais, Gdovres Kal yddAovres év 
Ti xapdia tpav To Kupi@: evxapt- 
oTovyTes TavToTe Umép mavTov, év 
Gvopate Tov Kupiou hay Incod Xpt- 
aTov T@ be@ kai rarpi. 

3.) Exhortation to the performance 
of family duties, v. 22—vi. 9. 

v.21: Al yuvaixes trois idiots avdpa- 
ow trordccecbe, as TH kupig. 

Ver. 25: Of dvdpes, dyanare ras y- 
vaikas €auT@y .... 

vi. 1: Ta réxva, dsraxovere Tois yo- 
yevow dav ev Kupi@: -TovTo yap 
éote Sixatov. 

Ver. 4: Kat of marépes, pr) wapopyi- 
(ere ra Téxva Way, GAN éxrpéedere 
aura év mraWeia Kat vovecia xupiov. 

Ver. 5, ff.: Of SovA04, braxovere Trois 
Kupiots Kata odpKa, pera PdBov xal 
Tpopov, é€v amAdrntt tis Kapdias 
tuav, as Te Xptor@*> py Kar 
épbarpodovrciay ds dvOpwmdpe- 
oxot, GAN’ ws SovAoe Tod Xpiorov, 
motouvres TO OeAnpa Tov Geod éx 
Nruxijs, per’ ebvotas Sovdevorres, ws 
T® kupip Kat ovx avOparars + €idd- 
res, Ore & ay Tt Exaoros nownoy 
ayaOév, Tovro Koptetrar mapa Ku- 
piov, etre Sovdos, etre éAevbepos. 


Ver. 9: Kat of xvptot, ra atta rot- 
eire mpds avtovs, avévres THY ames- 
Anus elddres, Gre xal bpodv avrady 6 
Kuptds €orw év ovpavois, kal mpoo- 
omoAnia ovx éott wap aire (cf. 
Col. iii. 25). 

4.) Exhortation to the spiritual war- 
fare and to prayer, vi. 10 —20. 

Ver. 18, ff.: .... da maons mpocev- 
xs Kat Seqoews mpocevydpevor ev 
qavri Kaip@ év mvevpati: kal eis 
airé Tovro aypumvotvres év aon 
mpooxaprepncet xat Senoe rept may 
Trav Tay dyiwy, cal trép epod, va 
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Coloss. ; 

WaApois xal dpvats. nal pdais wvev- 

partkais, €v xapire GOovres év ais 

kapdias tpav te Ge@: .... evya- 
ptorouvres tH Oep Kal aarpi d¢ 
avrav. 

2.) Exhortation to the performance 
of family dutiea, iii. 18—iv. 1. 

Ver. 18: Ai yuvaixes, trordocecbe 
rots avdpdoww, ws avyxey ev Kupio. 

Ver. 19: Oi adydpes, ayanare tas yu- 
valKas ..0- 

Ver. 20: Ta rexva, taaxovere rois 
yovevot kata mayta* Tovro ydp 
éotiy evapectoy ev xupio. 

Ver. 21: Of marépes, pr epebicere ra 
TEKVA Upaov, wa pi) dvpdow. 


Ver. 22: Of 800A08, tmaxovere xara 
qavTa Tois KaTa odpKa Kupiots, psi) 
év OpOarpodovrcias, ws avOpwmra- 
peoxot, add’ ev dmAdrynre THs Kap- 
Sias, PoBovpevor roy Kuptov: Ver. 
23: Kal way G,rt éay motyre, ék 
yuxns épydlerde, as TQ xupig, kal 
oux avOpwmas: Ver. 24: Eiddres, 
Ort ard kupiov amodnwerbe riy 
avrarodociay Tis KAnpovapias + TO 
yap xupl» Xptor@ Sovdevere. Ver. 
25: ‘O 8é ddicdy Kopitar 8 nBi- 
enoe* Kal ovK €oTt mMpocwroAnyia. 

iv. 1: Of xuptos, rd Sixasoy cai ry 
iadrynta trois SovAos rapexecde, ei- 
ddres, Ort xal tpeis Exere Kupwov év 
ovpavois. 


3.) Exhortation to prayer and to 
Christian prudence, iv. 2-6. 

Ver. 2, ff.: Ty mpowevyy mpooxapre- 
peire, ypyyopovrres ev auTy, év 
evxapiorig > mpocevxdpevot Gua Kal 
rept nav, iva 6 beds avoign nyiv 
Ovpay rod Adyov, AaAjoat Td pU- 
aTnpwy rod Xpiorov, d: & Kat de- 
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® Pphes. 
pot 0069 Adyos ey dvolfes rod ord- 
pards pov, €» mappnoig yvaploa rd 


Coloss. 
Sepac> iva davepdow avrd, as det 
pe AaAnoa. 


prornptoy rob evayyeAlou> trép od 
mpecBevw ev ddvon, iva év air 
nappyotdcopat, ds det pe AcARoat. 

5.) Personal, vi. 21-24. 

Ver. 21, f.: “Ina 8¢ eldijre nai tyeis 
ra kar’ éué, ri mpdoow, mayra tpiv 
yroploe: Tuxixds, 6 dyarnrés dded- 
dos xal mords Sidxovos éy xupig 
by reuwa mpds Spas els abrd rov- 
To, iva yoore Ta sept Huav, kal ra- 
paxadéon tas xapdias tpav. 


4.) Personal, iv. 7-17. 

Ver. 7, f.: Ta nar’ éué wavra yropi- 
cet Upivy Tuxexds 6 ayannrés adeA- 
dos xat mrss didxovos xal cvvdov- 
Aos ev xupip* by érepwa mpds Suas 
els avrd rovro, iva yr@ Ta rep) bpd 
(yvGre ra rept nov) eal rapaxa- 
Aéoy ras xapdlas tuor. 


§ 146 b. 


This relation excites surprise. Such a transcription of 
himself is unworthy of an Apostle,* and must therefore be 
the work of an imitator. The style, also, compared with that 
of the Epistle to the Colossians and other Pauline letters, is 
un-Pauline, being diffuse, loaded with parenthetic and sec- 
ondary clauses, somewhat disconnected (ii. 1, 5, iii. 1, 18), 
verbose, and wanting in new thoughts. It differs from these 
Epistles in single particulars, and frequently in the thoughts, 
doctrines, and mode of teaching. 


* The passage iv. 32-v. 1 is parallel with Col. iii. 12, f., but rareswvodp. 
wpadr. paxpod. dvey. GAA. is omitted, as already used in ver. 2. Only an 
imitator is wont to be so economical. 

» Frequent drraf Aey.: dv rots drovpavlots, i. 3, 20, ii. 6, iii. 10, vi. 12; 
ra mvevpatixd, Vi. 12; &dBedos, iv. 237, vi. 11 (elsewhere only in First and 
Second Timothy) ; xoopoxpdrep, vi. 12; aarnpioy, vi. 16. Words otherwise 
used : olxovopla, i. 10, iii. 2, 9 (olkdvopos puornploy Geod is differently used 
in 1 Cor. iv. 1); pvornpcoy, v. 32 (as Rev. i. 20, xvii. 5, 7) ; rAnpapa, i. 23 
(cf. Col. i. 19, ii. 9); evAcyia, 1. 3; aidv, ii. 2; mepiroinars, i. 14 ; apOap- 
aia, Vi. 24; pavOdvew, iv. 20; dorifew, iii. 9; mAnpotcOa dv, v. 18; wd. 
els, iii. 19. The collocations BaciAeia r. Oeod x. Xpscrod, v. 5; 1. O€Anua 
7. xupiov, v. 17. Interruption and resumption of the construction, ili. 2-14; 
the constructions tore ywacxovres, V. 5; iva poByrat, Vv. 33; iva with Opt., 
i. 17, iii. 16. The frequent omission of the article before qualifying clauses, 
i. 3, 15, ii. 7, 11, 15, 21,f., and: often. Expansion and pleonasm, i. 19, vi. 
10, iii. 18; ii. 6, f., 21 (€v Xpsorp ‘Inc.), and many other passages. 

° Inappropriate appeal of the Apostle to his knowledge, iii. 4 ; collocation 
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of the apostles and prophets, ii.20, iii. 5; arbitrary use of the passage, from 
Psalms, iv. 8; citation of a non-biblical passage, v. 14; demonological repre- 
sentations, ii. 2, vi. 12; the characteristics of God, i. 17, 11. 9,15; the 
insisting on the Old Testament promise, vi. 2, f.; the warning against theft, 
iv. 28; un-Pauline greeting, vi. 23, f. 


§ 146 c. 


' Against these grounds of doubt the recognition of the 
Epistle by the Church has great weight,* together with the 
opposite judgment of most investigators.» The Epistle, if 
not by the Apostle himself, was at least written by a gifted 
disciple of his, belongs to the Apostolic age, and, unlike the 
spurious pastoral epistles, has no reference to later times. 


* Ignat. Ep.ad Ephes. c. 12 (see Part I. §8, note b): .... TWavAov cup- 
porta. .... ds éy mdoy emrroAy pynpovever bpoy, x.Tr.-A. Ep. interpol. c.6: 
as Il. dpiy €ypapev: év cdpa x. Ev arv., xr. A. (Eph. iv. 4, 6). Polycarp, 
c. 12: ut his scripturis dictum est: Irascimini et nolite peccare, et so] non 
occidat super iracundiam vestram, cf. Eph. iv. 26. Cap.1: .... eidores, ore 
xapiri éore cecacpévor, ove e& Epyav, cf. Eph. ii.8. Irenaeus, V.2.3: Ka- 
Oas 6 paxdptos Habdcs now ev rq mpds "Edecious emioroAn, Ore péAn eopey 
Tov omparos €x THs CapKds avrod, k.T.X., cf. Eph. v.30. Clemens Alex. Adm. 
ad gent. p. 54: Ava rovro 6 paxdptos dmdcroNos papripopas év xupio dnoiy, 
ef. Eph. iv.17. Strom. IV. 499: Acd cat év 779 pds ’Eqdectous ypddet, x.T-A., 
cf. Eph. v. 21, 22. Tertull. Cont. Mare. V. 11, 17, cf. § 145 4, note a. 

> Guerike, Beitr. p. 108, ff. Einl. p. 380. Hemsen, p. 629, ff. Schneck- 
enb. p.135, ff. Riickert, p.297, ff Harless, p. xxi. ff. Neander, AG. I. 521, 
ff. Meyer, p. 20, ff. Anger, p. 138, ff. Against the genuineness, Schweg- 
ler, Krit. Miscellen, in Zeller’s Jbb. 1844. p. 378, ff. Nachapost. Zeitalt. 
II. 330, ff. Baur, Paulus, etc. p. 418, ff. According to their view, the 
Epistle contains Gnostic and Montanistic ideas and expressions, e. g. i. 23, 
ii. 2, 20, iv. 3-6, 9, vi. 12, cf. the remarks in my Exeg. Hab. 


Date, Occasion, and Design. 


§ 147. 


If the Epistle be genuine, the Apostle wrote® it during 
his captivity (iii. 1, iv. 1), contemporaneously with the Epistle 
to the Colossians, but a little later, and with that in mind 
(whence the similarity between the two), and sent it like- 
wise by Tychicus (vi. 21, f.).° Tychicus’s journey might 
occasion the Apostle to write a similar letter to one or sev- 
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eral neighboring churches® The peculiar design of the 
letter may lie in the irenic section, iv. 1-16. 


* The earlier composition of the Epistle to the Colossians is advocated by 
Schott, Neander, Schneckenburger (who, p. 141, even supposes that the 
Apostle, in composing the Ephesian Epistle, used a copy of the earlier 
Epistle to the Colossians. Against this, Wurm, p. 97), Harless, Wiggers, 
Meyer (the last mentioned on account of the eal, vi. 21, referring to the Co- 
lossians). The opposite view is maintained by Corn. a Lapide, Béhmer 
(Isag. p. 169), Credner (§ 66), Neudecker (p. 522), Anger (p. 135, sq.), and 
others (next note). According to Mayerhoff, the Epistle to the Colossians 
is modelled after ours. It seems to me, with Schieterm. in Stud. u. Krit. 
1832. p. 501, that the more definite character and object, and the closer con- 
nection, of the Epistle to the Colossians, prove its originality. 

> The absence of a greeting from Timothy alone opposes this. On this 
account, Hug, II. 402, 410, thinks it was the earlier, both in composition 
and in sending; Hemsen, p. 622, in composition only. Eichhorn, III. 1.279, 
explains this circumstance by the supposition that Timothy wrote the Epistle 
to the Colossians, but not that to the Ephesians. At any rate, we cannot 
assume that Tychicus was sent twice. 

© Schneckenburger supposes (p. 135, ff.) that the Epistle refers to the 
theosophic system of Asia Minor, by which he aims to justify much of what 
was adduced as singular in $ 146 3, notes 4, c. 


IV. Epistle to the Philippians. 


N. T. ed. Koppe, contin. Heinrichs, Vol. VII. Part II. — Meyer, 9. Abth. 
1. Hifte. — Exeg. Handb. II. 4. — Storr, Diss. in ep. Pauli ad Philipp. 
(Ttib. 1783.) Opusc. acad. I. 301, sqq. — J. G. am Ende, Nova vers. et 
annot. perpetua (1789, 1792) 1798. — J. F’. Krause, Observatt. crit.-exeg. 
(in cc. 1, 2.) Regiom. 1810., Opuse. p. 23, sqq. — F. H. Rheinwald, Comm. 
Berl. 1827. —J. F. v. Flatt, see p. 270. — C. St. Matthies, Erk]. Grfsw. 
1835. — A. G. Hilemann, Comm. Lips. 1839. — Van Hengel, Comm. perp. 
L. B. 1838.— A. Rilliet, Commentaire, Gen. 1841. 


The Church at Philippi. 


§ 148. 


In Philippi, a city of Macedonia,* Paul first preached the 
gospel in Europe (Acts xvi. 12, ff). On his second journey 
he revisited it (Acts xx. 2,6). He seems to have stood in 
relations of perfect harmony and friendship with this old 
and well-regulated church (i. 1), composed probably alto- 
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gether, at least chiefly, of Gentile Christians, as he praises 
it so highly, shows so much love for it (i. 3-8, iv.1), and 
received support from it (iv. 10-18, ef. 2 Cor. xi. 9). Not- 
withstanding, some have felt compelled to suppose that 
Judaizing teachers had gained a foothold there, or that 
Jewish Christians of their own body had led them astray 
(Phil. iii. 2 f.).» But it seems to have been free from faults 
of that kind (iv. 1); it suffered from spiritual pride and 
dissension (i. 27 — ii. 16, iv. 2). 

« The designation mpary mods is understood by some as a title of honor, 
because it was juris Italici (Hug, Bini. II. 459. Mynster, Einl. in d. Br. 
an d. Phil., kl). theol. Schr. p. 170. Kuin.), by others in a relative geograph- 
ical sense ( Rettig, Quaestt. Philipp. p.3, sqq. Van Heng., p.4. Win.RWB.). 

’ According to Eichhorn and Rheinwald, there were two parties at Phi- 
lippi, a Jewish-Christian and a Gentile-Christian. Bertholdt, VI. 3403, 
opposes this, but thinks that Sadducaic teachers had made their appearance. 
This does not appear from Phil. iii. 18, ff. Against this whole view, W. 
H. Schinz, Die christl. Gemeinde z. Phil. 1833. p. 48, ff. 


Occasion, Contents, and Date of the Epistle. 


§ 149 a. 


The mission of Epaphroditus to Rome, with pecuniary 
aid to the Apostle during his imprisonment (iv. 10, 18, ii. 25), 
afforded the occasion of this letter. Paul learned from him 
the circumstances of the church, and on his return felt 
moved to send with him this Epistle, which is more like 
a letter and more genial than any other of his letters to 
churches. After an affectionate introduction (i.3-—11), and 
details regarding his situation at Rome (i. 12 — 26), he ex- 
horts to union and humility (i. 27-ii. 16), and gives further 
details (ii. 17-30). Then follow a reference to his enemies 
among the Jewish Christians, an exhortation to heavenly- 
mindedness (iii. 1-iv. 1), and various other appeals (iv. 2 
-—9). Finally, thanks for the gifts which he has received 
(iv. 10-20), and greetings (iv. 21-23). 


§ 149 5. 


All the references (as well as the subscription) point to 
the imprisonment at Rome (i. 7, 12-14, 20, ii. 17, iv. 22), 
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where we can portray to ourselves the situation of the 
Apostle, in Acts xxviii. 16, ff, exactly as it is here assumed.* 
But the date of the composition belongs incontestably to 
the later period of his imprisonment,’ when Timothy (i. 1), 
but no longer Luke, was with the Apostle (Phil. iv. 21, cf. 
Col. iv. 14). 


@ Through the mention of the Preetorium, i. 13, and the imperial house, 
iv. 22, and on other grounds, the theories that the Epistle was written at 
Corinth ( Oeder, Progr. de temp. et loco scriptae ep. ad Philipp. Onoldi, 
1731. 4to, cf. Wolf, Cur. Philol. IV. 168, sqq.), or at Ceesarea (Paulus, 
Progr. de temp. scriptae prioris ad Timoth. atque ad Philipp. ep. Paul. Jen. 
1799, 4to), are rendered wholly improbable. 

> Phil. i. 12, ff, ii. 26, ff, presuppose a considerable length of time. 


Unity and Genuineness of the Same. 


§ 150 a. 


Two writings have been supposed to be combined in our 
Epistle, —one addressed to the whole church, i.1- iii. 1, . 
Naipere ev kupim, with the greetings in iv. 21 —23, and an- 
other to the Apostle’s more intimate friends at Philippi, iii. 1, 
from the words Ta avra ypadpew to iv. 20; because iii. 1 
begins anew, and the contents of ch. iii., iv., especially the 
exhortation iv. 2, ff, would not apply to the whole church.* 
But this supposed difference between the exoteric and the 
esoteric parts of the Epistle is unworthy of the Apostle, 
and we find nothing which might not be written to the 
church. The abruptness of iii. 1 is easily explained by 
supposing that the Apostle hastened to his conclusion, but 
afterwards added a warning (iii. 2-iv. 1), and an appeal to 
certain persons (iv. 2, f.).° 

« Heinrichs, Prolegg. in ep. Pauli ad Phil. p. 33, sqq. Similar view in 
Paulus, Heidelb. Jahrbb. d. Litt. Jahrg. 5. H. 7. p. 702, ff. 

» A detailed confutation in Krause, Opusc. p.1,8qq. Bertholdt, VI. 3424, 
ff. Rheinwald, p. 47, ff. 

¢ The words rd Aourdv, ddeAdol, xalpere év Kupig, indicate, according to 
iv. 4, 8, 2 Cor. xiii. 11, Eph. vi. 10, 2 Thess. ii. 1, a near approach to the 


conclusion (Grotius). On the contrary, Schinz, as above, p. 79, ff. Van 
Heng. p. 12. 
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§ 1500. 


The genuineness of the Epistle, which is supported by 
very early testimonies,* and seemed to be beyond all doubt, 
certain parts only being questioned,” has in recent times 
been seriously assailed, but on untenable grounds.° 


* Polycarp, Ep. ad Philipp. c. 3, see Part I. § 18, note d. (According to 
this, Paul had written several Epistles to the Philippians, an idea which 
some (even Mey.) think is sustained by Phil. iii. 1,18. But émoroAai may, 
like Litterae, refer to a single letter, see Coteler. on the passage.) Cap. 11: 
Ego autem nihil tale sensi in vobis vel audivi, in quibus laboravit beatus 
Paulus, qui estis (Jaudati) in principio epistolae ejus. Epist. eccles. Vienn. 
et Lugd. apud Euseb. V. 2: Of xai émt rogovroy (nAwral xal pipnrai Xpe- 
arov éyévovro, bs év poppf Oeot imdpxwy ovx dpmaypoy nynoaro rd elva ica 
Ge, cf. Phil. ii. 6. Jren. IV. 18.4: Quemadmodum et Paulus Philippen- 
sibus ait: repletus sum acceptis ab Epaphrodito, etc., cf. Phil. iv. 18. 
Clemens Alex. Paedag. I. 107: .... avrotv dpoAdcyodvros tov IavAov epi 
€avtov * ovy Ore 4dn EXaBor, 7 7dn rereAciopa, x. 7. Xr., Cf. Phil. ii. 12, ff 
Tertullian, De resurrect. carnis, c. 23: .... quum Philippensibus scribit, si 
qua, inquit, concurram in resurrectionem, quae est a mortuis : non quia jam 
accepi, etc., cf. Phil. iii. 11, f. 

b Schrader, Der Ap. Paul. V. 231, ff., doubted the passage iii. 1—iv. 9, 
cf. Hélemann, Comm. p. ix. sqq. 

¢ According to Baur, Paulus, etc. p. 458, ff. and Schwegler, Nachap. 
Zeitalter, I]. 133, ff., the (wrongly explained and misapplied) passage ii. 6, ff. 
contains Gnostic ideas and even Docetism, the Epistle suffers from poverty 
of thought and bears marks of imitation (ili. 1, ff., cf. 2 Cor. xi. 13, 18, 
21,f.). Its polemics are indefinite and forced. Even the historic occasion, 
iv. 15, f., is doubted. What is said of the beneficial effects of the Apostle’s 
imprisonment, i. 12, ff., is coupled with the mention of Clement, iv. 3, well 
known as Clement of Rome, and is regarded as legendary. See, on the 
contrary, Meyer, on ili.11. Liinemann, P.ad Phil. ep. defendit. Gott. 1847. 





FIRST EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY. § 151. 289 


CHAPTER IX. 


PAUL’S PASTORAL EPISTLES. 


ee eee oe aan 


N. T. ed. Kopp. Vol. VII. contin. Heinrichs. — Exeg. Handb. II. 5. — 
Mart. Luther, Schol. et serm. in 1 Joh. ep. atque annott. in ep. P. ad Tim. 
et Tit. ed. Bruns. 1797. 8vo. — J. L. v. Mosheim, Erklar. d. beiden Briefe. 
Hamb. 1755. 4to. — J. A. Wegscheider, Der erste Brief an d. Timoth. Neu 
libers. u. erklart. 1810.— Chr. T. Kutnoel, Explicatio ep. Pauli ad Titum, 
in Commentatt. theol. ed. a Velthusen, Ruperti et Kuinoel, I. 292, sqq. — 
C. A. Chr. Heydenreich, Die Pastoralbriefe Pauli erlautert, 2 vols. 1826 - 
28.— J. Fr. v. Flatt, Vorless. tib. d. Br. P. an d. Tim. u. Tit. herausgeg. 
v. Kling, 1831. — M. J. Mack, Comm. ub. d. Pastoralbr. d. Ap. P. Twib. 
1836. — G. E. Leo, Ep. 1. ad Tim. Graec. c. comm. perp. Lips. 1837. — 
C. St. Matthies, Erk]. d. Past. Br. 1840. 


I. First Epistle to Timothy. 


Notices of Timothy in the Bible. 


§ 151. 


Trwotny, a Lycaonian, and probably from Lystra (Acts 
xvi. 1), son of a Gentile father and a Jewish mother (cf. 
2 Tim. i.5), probably converted by Paul (Acts xiv.6, xvi. 1), 
became his assistant (Acts xvi. 3), and rendered him from 
that time forth important service; first, on the journey 
through Macedonia and Achaia, as his agent at Thessa- 
lonica and his assistant at Corinth (Acts xvii. 14, 1 Thess. 
iii. 2-5; Acts xviii. 5, 1 Thess. i.1); then, before his second 
journey from Ephesus to Macedonia and Achaia, as his mes- 
senger thither (Acts xix. 22, cf. 1 Cor. iv.17, xvi.10, 2 Cor. i. 
1), whence he accompanied Paul to Asia (Acts xx. 4, f\), 
and probably to Jerusalem and Rome (§ 1150). In Paul’s 
letters during his imprisonment Timothy appears at his side 
(Col. i.1, Philem. 1, Phil. i. 1, 11. 19). 

* The datum given in Hebr. xiii. 23 is difficult to place in the chronologi- 
cal order. Later Church tradition makes Timothy the first Bishop of Eph- 


esus. 
37 
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Occasion, Design, and Contents of the First Epistle to Timothy. 
§ 152 a. 


Paul writes to Timothy, whom, on his departure for 
Macedonia, with the design of soon returning, he had left 
in charge at Ephesus (i. 3, iii. 14, f.). But this in no way 
agrees with the historic conditions of Paul’s journey from 
Ephesus to Macedonia (Acts xx. 1),— which, according to 
the common supposition (Baron., Petav., Grot., Lightfoot, 
Michaél., Hani. and others), here first comes in question, — 
whither Timothy preceded him (Acts xix. 22), and where 
they met again after a few months (2 Cor.i.1). Though 
it be possible that Timothy, who probably did not go to 
Corinth (§ 133 a), returned before Paul’s departure, it is 
quite improbable that he would have so soon left the posts 
to which the Apostle had appointed” him, and, immediately 
after, met him again in Macedonia. Besides, it can in no 
case have been the Apostle’s purpose to return soon to 
Ephesus (1 Tim. iii. 14, iv. 13; cf. Acts xix. 21, xx.16).* 


* Schmidt, Hin). I. 257. Schleiermacher, Ueb. d. sogen. ersten Br. d. Pau- 
los and. Timotheos. Ein krit. Sendschreiben an J. C. Gass (1807), p. 115, . 
ff. Eichhorn, Einl. III. 337, ff. A non liquet is expressed by Wits. Melet. 
p- 100, and Wolf, Cur. p.408. The attempts of Planck (see § 155, note a), 
Hug (Einl. II. § 109,110), Curtius (De tempore, quo prior Pauli ad Timoth. 
ep. exarata sit. Berol. 1728), Hemsen (Der Ap. Paul. p. 340, if.), to show 
the appropriateness of this historical relation, necessarily failed. Bertholdt, 
VI. 3571, finds 1 Tim. iii. 14, iv. 13, especially out of place. His own 
theory (p. 3574), however, that Paul wrote the Epistle somewhat later, on 
the journey from Corinth by Macedonia to Jerusalem, to Timothy, who had 
gone before him to Ephesus (Acts xx. 6, ff.), contradicts the statements in 
Acts (xx. 4, 5, 17, ff.), as well as all probability, and is at variance with 
1 Tim. i. 3. Matthies tries to prop up this hypothesis by a monstrous ex-. 
planation of 1 Tim. i. 3. He connects sropevdpevos with rpoopeivas év Ed., 
making the sense as follows: Timothy must remain in Ephesus, first jour- 
neying to Macedonia, or as he was about going to Macedonia, which, accord- 
ing to p. 452, means that he must wait. at Ephesus as the terminus of his 
journey to Macedonia. Mosheim’s theory (Erklar. p. 45, ff.), that Paul, 
during the first part of his stay at Ephesus, took a journey to Macedonia, is 
too contradictory to Acts (ef. especially, xx. 31). The same applies to the 
journey supposed by Schrader (I. 86, II. 287, ff.), from Ephesus to Mace- 
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donia, Corinth, Crete, Nicopolis, Jerusalem, Antioch, and back to Ephesus. 
According to Schneckenburger’s (Beitr. p. 183) and Bitiger's (Beitr. IV. 
15, ff.) conjecture in regard to 1 Tim. i. 3, Kaéas mapexddeod oe mpocpei- 
vas év "Edeow, mropevdpevos els Maxedoviay iva mapayyeiAys, x. T. A., OF 
ropeudpevoy, the whole journey and the difficulty growing out of it would 
vanish. Cf. Credner, § 165. Neudecker, p. 551. 


§ 1520. 


The church at Ephesus is presupposed as an organization 
of long standing. The offices of elders and other church 
servants, even of female élders and servants, were in exist- 
ence and were sought after (iii. 11,15, v.9,17,19). False 
teachers also had made their appearance (i. 3). The last- 
mentioned fact contradicts the assumption in Acts xx. 29, f. ; 
the first-mentioned, the supposition of a church of but a few 
years’ growth. 


§ 152 c. 


The design of the Epistle is to give Timothy directions, 
not for the organizing of the church at Ephesus, but for 
counteracting the false teachers (i. 3), and in general for the 
superintendence of the church until the Apostle’s return 
(iii. 15)". But the contents of the Epistle, excepting chap. 
v., ill agree with the aim proposed. The author does not 
adhere closely to his theme, but wanders away into irrele- 
vant matters.” Besides, reference to the Apostle’s relations 
to the Ephesian church is wholly wanting. 


* Schleiermacher, p.117,f. Hence Mosheim’s theory of the earlier com- 
position of the Epistle, at the beginning of the Apostle’s stay at Ephesus, 
is also untenable, both on internal and external grounds. Cf. Bertholdt, 
VI. 3558, f. 

> Chap. i. indeed commences with false teachers, but as early as ver. 12 
wanders away from them. Subsequently, it is true, false teachers are re- 
peatedly mentioned, but also in a cursory way. The direction for public 
prayer and intercession, ii. 1-7, and in regard to the relation of women to 
the church, ver. 8-15, as well as the trivial directions concerning the in- 
duction of bishops and deacons, chap. iii., are of little consequence to the 
administration of the church. The prediction of future false teachers, iv. 
1-5, and the admonitions to Timothy, partly in reference to such (already 
existing?) false teachers, and partly of a general nature, ver. 6-16, havo 
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no point. The directions for the government of the church, especially for 
the support of widows and their appointment as female elders, chap. v., 
have most distinctness and applicability. Chap. vi. treats of various matters : 
ver. 1, ff., moral rules for slaves ; ver. 3—5, warning against false teachers, 
especially on account of their covetousness; ver. 6-10, warning against 
avarice; ver. 11-16, admonitions to Timothy ; ver. 17-19, good instruc- 
tion for the rich; ver. 20, f., against false teachers. The inappropriate 
character of the contents appears also in the admonitions to Timothy, some 
of which demean this assistant of the Apostle (i. 18, f., iv.7, ff., 12, ff., vi. 
11, ff.), while others are too general and trivial for even ordinary Christians 
(iv. 7, ff, 12, ff., v. 23, vi. 11). 


§ 152 d. 


To avoid the historic difficulties, others place the Epistle 
in the time after the first imprisonment of the Apostle,* 
when, they think, he took a journey to Asia Minor (cf. Phi- 
lem. 22) and Macedonia (cf. Phil. ii. 24). Against this we 
must not object that the Epistle assumes a yet unregulated 
condition of the Ephesian church, for it does not; but we 
may urge that Paul at Rome designed sending Timothy 
to Macedonia (Phil. ii. 19), (which indeed he may have given 
up,”) that Timothy was at that time no longer a youth 
(1 Tim. iv. 12), and that the Epistle contains no reference 
to the imprisonment, as to other earlier experiences of the 
Apostle This whole theory, moreover, is uncertain, and 
the offspring of critical embarrassment; nor does it remove 
the difficulties that lie in the inappropriateness of the con- 
tents and their total want of distinct allusion. The hypoth- 
esis that the Epistle was written during the imprisonment 
at Cesarea, and contains commissions for Timothy to 
Macedonia, is too forced to deserve particular refutation.‘ 

The Epistle 1s, consequently, neither historically nor exe- 
getically comprehensible. 

* Ushe, Mill, Pearson, Clericus, Paley, Wegscheider, Mynster (K1. theol. 
Schr. p. 230), Heydenreich (I, 13), Mack, Leo, Guerike, Beitr. p. 134, Ein- 
leit. p. 400), Bohi (Ueber die Zeit der Abfass. und d. paul. Charakt. d. Br. 
an Tim. u. Tit. (Berl. 1829), p. 204 (cf. Kling in Flatt, p. 566, ff.), Nean- 
der, Wurm, &c. This is indicated also by the subscription, awd Aaodixeias. 


» Acts xx. 25 may be so broadly interpreted as to include an expression 
of the narrator’s opinion that Paul never returned to Ephesus. 
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¢ Cf. Curtius, as above, p. 91, sqq. Matth. p. 448. 

4 Paulus, De temp. scriptae prioris ad Timoth. atque ad Philipp. ep. Paul. 
Jen, 1799. 4to. Cf. Heidelb. Jahrbb. 1825. p. 425, ff. Bertholdt, VI. 
3608. 


II. Second Epistle to Timothy. 
Occasion, Design, and Contents. 


§ 153 a. 


Paul writes from Rome, where he is a prisoner (i. 8, 12, 
16, f., ii. 9, iv. 6,16), to Timothy, who, according to the 
common view, is supposed to be at Ephesus (i. 15, 18, iv. 
19, cf. to the contrary iv. 12),* and invites him to come to 
Rome and bring Mark with him (iv. 9,11, 21). If now, 
with Baronius, Petavius, Estius, Lightfoot, Hammond, Wit- 
sius, Cave, Lardner, Heinrichs, J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Hug, 
Schrader, Hemsen, Matthies, and others, we assume the im- 
prisonment recorded in Acts, the letter must have been 
written before the other letters from Rome; for, when they 
were written, Timothy and Mark were already with the 
Apostle (Col. i.1, Philem.1, Phil. i.1, Col.iv.10). But this 
does not accord well with the mission of Tychicus (iv. 12, ef. 
Col. iv. 7, ff.), the departure of Demas (iv. 10, cf. Col. iv.14), 
the already far-advanced trial of the Apostle (iv. 16, f.), and 
his expectation of a speedy execution (iy. 6, cf. Phil. ii. 24), 
although these difficulties may be removed.> But it is more 
difficult, nay, almost impossible, to harmonize iv. 13, 20, with 
Acts. For although we assume the Apostle’s journey pre- 
supposed in these passages to be that recorded in Acts xx. 
4, ff., yet the statement in iv. 20, that the Apostle left Tro- 
phimus behind sick at Miletus, contradicts Acts xxi. 29, 
where he appears in the company of the Apostle* More- 
over, iv. 19, compared with Rom. xvi. 3,is a difficulty, as 
also that, in iv. 11, the presence of Aristarchus (cf. Acts xxvii. 
2, Col. iv. 10, Philem. 24) is not presupposed.4 


« The uncertainty of this supposition is shown by Heydenreich, II. 65, ff. 
Schrader, I. 199, f., on the contrary, insists on it strongly. 
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> As Schmidt, Hin]. I. 199, f., and Schrader, I. 193, ff., set them aside, 
each in his own way. Hemsen, on the contrary, (p. 713, ff.,) dates the 
composition later than the other Epistles, but must, on that account, assume 
an earlier visit of Timothy and Mark to Rome. 

¢ The reading of the Arabic version, év MeAiry for év MiAnr@, which Rink, 
Sendschreiben d. Korinth. p. 51, following Baronius, Beza, and Grotius, 
recommends, probably arose from critical embarrassment, like Hug’s (Ein]. 
II. 419), approved by Hemsen, and Schrader’s (I. 191, f.), and Matthées’s 
still more artificial explanations of the passage. 

4 Fachhorn, Einl. Ill. 354, ff. Schmidt, Einl.I. 199. Guerike, p. 117, ff. 
Bohl, p. 59, ff. Heydenreich, TL. 23, ff. Credner, § 170. All these diffi- 
culties Matthies, Past. Br. p. 583, ff., thinks he can remove, (that regarding 
Trophimus, by making the sense of the words Tpdd. dméAcrov év Minto 
doGevodvra, ‘*I was compelled [on my departure from Jerusalem] to let 
Trophimus [who had previously left Jerusalem for Miletus] stay behind 
sick,’’) excepting that in regard to Aristarchus. 


§ 153 b. 


The contents of this (in general better-written) letter cor- 
respond more closely to its design than those of the First 
Epistle. It is intended to invite Timothy to Rome. That 
the writer does not reach this point before iv. 9, 21, but pre- 
pares Timothy by admonitions and information concerning 
his own situation in Rome, cannot be considered inappro- 
priate. However, much that is manifestly irrelevant is intro- 
duced.* 


* The admonition to fearlessness and to taking part in suffering for the 
Gospel, with mention of his situation in Rome, and of the various relations of 
Christian brethren towards him, i. 6-18; and the admonitions, ii. 1, 3-13, 
iii. 10-12, iv. 5, together with the allusion to the Apostle’s near end, iv. 6 
~ 8, may be regarded as appropriate. Not so, however, the remaining ex- 
hortations, li. 2, 14—26, ili. 14—iv.2; still less the prophetic glances into 
the future, iii. 1-5, iv. 3, and the polemical outbursts, ii. 16-21, 23, iii. 6 
-9, 13. To this may be added that the admonitions are, for the most part, 
inappropriate to an assistant who had stood the test of ten years (i. 5, ff., 
13, ii. 1, ff., 7, 22, ii. 14, f., iv. 5). The reference in iii. 11 to Acts xiii. 
50, xiv. 2, 7, 19, is out of place, and betrays the interpolator. 


§ 153 ¢. 


On account of these historic difficulties, several writers 
have returned to the old theory (Euseb., Chrysost., Theodoret, 
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Jerome, Anselm, Corn. a Lap., L. Cappell, Grot., Usher, &c.), 
expressed in the subscription, that the Epistle was written 
during Paul’s second imprisonment. But at that time 
(twelve to fifteen years after his conversion) Timothy could 
still less be treated as a young man (cf. ii. 22), and the 
Apostle would surely have reminded him that he had already 
aided him once in captivity. It is, moreover, improbable 
that in a second imprisonment so much should be repeated, 
— that Paul should a second time have undergone an exam- 
ination and received mild treatment (ii. 9, cf. Acts xxviii. 
31)" The theory that the Epistle was written during the 
imprisonment at Ceesarea stands in open contradiction to 
the Epistle (i. 17).° 

This Epistle also, therefore, is neither historically nor ex- 
egetically comprehensible.* 

* Mosham, Michaélis, Bertholdt, Mynster (KI. theol. Schr. p. 208, ff.), 
Heydenreich (who lays stress on the silence regarding the persons mentioned 
in Rom. xvi. 6,15), Flatt, Mack, Guerike, Bohl, Neander, and others. 
Some, following Eused. H. E. ITI. 22 (4 122 a, note d), lay stress on iv. 16. 
But drodoyia means simply a response before the court, not the whole judi- 
cial process and the whole imprisonment. 

» Hug, Il. 415, ff. Rink, p. 43, ff. Matthies, p. 576, ff. The supposi- 
tion that Paul, on his second imprisonment, would receive a wholly different 
treatment from his first, and a speedy death, is certainly a very probable one. 

© Oeder, Conjecturarum de difficilior. S. S. locis centuria, 1733 (cf. Hin- 
lein, Hin). Ill. 522, ff). Bdtiger, Beitr. IV. 42, ff., who declares év ‘Pop 


a gloss. 
4 Credn.§ 170. Neudeck. p. 559. 


ITI. Epistle to Titus. 
Destination and Contents. 
§ 154 a. 


Titus (not mentioned in Acts), an assistant of Paul, was 
born a Greek (Gal. ii. 3). We meet with him as Paul’s 
companion on the journey to Jerusalem (Gal. ii.1, 3), as his 
agent at Corinth (2 Cor. vii. 6, 18, 14, viii. 6, 16, f., 28, xii. 
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18), and finally, apparently, on his way from Rome to Dal- 
matia (2 Tim. iv. 10). Paul, having left him at Crete, in 
the discharge of certain commissions connected with the 
church (Tit. i. 5, f.),* writes to him and gives directions for 
his guidance. Especially in regard to the appointment of 
elders (i. 5—9), with a side, glance at certain false teachers 
(i. 10-16); then in regard to the moral guidance of the 
church as respects the various ranks in society (chap. ii.), to- 
gether with general moral precepts and motives (iii. 1-8), 
and a warning against dissensions (iii. 9-11). He closes 
with personal remarks (iii. 12-15). 


* According to Euseb. H. E. III. 4, he was first Bishop of Crete. Hieron. 
Cat. vir. ill. Tit. Theodoret. ad 1 Tim. iii. Theophylact. Prooem. ad Tit., 
and others. Heydenreich, II. 230, calls this an established and generally 
acknowledged fact. 


§ 154d. 


But there is no period in the known history of his life to 
which we can with any probability assign the Apostle’s 
journey to Crete, and Titus’s stay there (i. 5), as well as 
Paul’s residence at Nicopolis (iii. 12), and, consequent- 
ly, the composition of this letter." Many refer all this to 
the short time of his stay in Greece and return through 
Macedonia (Acts xx. 2, 3); others to the Apostle’s first res- 
idence at Corinth, where certainly there is more space for 
it;° others connect the journey to Crete with that from 
Corinth to Ephesus (Acts xviii. 18), and suppose the Epistle 
to have been written there;4 others place the wholein Paul’s 
three years’ stay there (Acts xix.) ;° others, finally, suppose 
that the Apostle took the journey to Crete at the same time 
as the supposed intermediate journey to Corinth between 
Acts xviii. 23 and xix.1, and wrote our Epistle from Greece. 
But as all these theories are improbable, and the designed 
stay at Nicopolis, especially, raises difficulty,’ others resort 
here also to the time between the first and the second im- 
prisonment." This opinion seems to have the advantage of 
being able to explain the affinity between all three Epistles 
by their composition in the same period. This advantage, 
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however, vanishes on examination, because the different cir- 
cumstances assumed demand a considerable space, and the 
individual Epistles thus become separated. Moreover, to 
this hypothesis the broad region of possible theories seems 
to stand open; but it is greatly limited by the fact that 
2 Tim. must have been written during an imprisonment. 
And that it, according to ii. 17, f., cf. 1 Tim. i. 20, was written 
earlier than this Epistle, utterly overthrows the hypothesis. 


* Acts certainly has gaps, cf. Gal. i. 17, f., Rom. xv. 19, 23 Cor. xi. 23. 

> Baronius, Lightfoot, Schmid, Hist. ant. Can. p. 635; Heinrichs, Pro- 
legg. in ep. ad Tit. p. 196; Matthies, p. 192, ff.; Blau, De genuina eorum 
verborum indole, quibus Paulus ep. ad Tit. scriptam praefatur (1846), p. 33, 
8q.; but they differ in the nearer determination of the point of time when 
Paul went to Crete, as well as in the situation of Nicopolis (in Epirus or 
Thrace). At that time Titus (2 Cor. viii. 17, xiii. 18, preceding §) and 
Tychicus (Acts xx. 4) were in the Apostle’s company. The stay at Ni- 
copolis would thus fall into the return journey through Macedonia; but this, 
being occasioned by an ambuscade, was doubtless hasty. Moreover, the 
three months’ stay in Greece probably took place in late autumn and winter 
(see note on 2 Cor. viii. 10). But little time remains, therefore, for the stay 
in Epirus. 

© Michaélis, Einl. IJ. 1315. Paul at that time was not acquainted with 
Apollos (Tit. iii. 13). According to Béttger (Beitr. IV. 1, ff.), Paul 
founded the church in Crete at that time, revisited it at the time mentioned 
in Acts xix. 22, 23, and on his flight, recorded in Acts xx. 3, left Titus in 
Crete, or rather sent him back thither. 

4 Hug, Einl. p. 345, f. Hemsen, p. 193. Schott, § 75. 

© Schmidt, Einl. 1. 265. Schrader, I. 103, II. 283. Anger, p. '76,— for 
by Nicopolis they understand the Cilician Nicopolis. Anger, however, does 
not make the Apostle actually come thither. This hypothesis is contra- 
dicted distinctly by the Apostle’s declaration in Acts xx. 31. 

€ Credner, p. 310. Neudecker, p. 567. 

© See Bohl, p. 426, ff.; — moreover, the defender of the one hypothesis 
always overthrows the other. Credner’s hypothesis is opposed particularly 
by this circumstance, that at the time supposed Paul was not yet acquainted 
with Apollos (Tit. iii. 13); and, with every other, by the fact that the time 
between the conversion of the Cretans and the composition of the letter is 
too short to admit of occasion for the Apostle’s warning against false 
teachers. 

» Mill, Clericus, Bertholdt, Mynster, Guerike, Heydenreich, Bohl, Neander, 
Wurm. Schott also inclines that way. 

38 
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§ 154 ¢. 


Moreover, the Epistle does not accord with the presup- 
posed condition of affairs, or with its object. 1. Many false 
teachers (i. 10, f.) are represented as present and working in 
churches not yet organized, and destitute of elders (i. 5). 
2. Information concerning these is given, not by Titus, re- 
maining on the island, to Paul absent, but by Paul absent 
to Titus present. 3. The expression i. 12, f. would be un- 
just towards a church in which Paul found so much readi- 
ness to receive the Gospel, and the absence of all grateful 
acknowledgments is singular (cf. 1 Thess. i. 2,'ff.). 4. The 
existence of Christianity in the island for a considerable 
time is presupposed (i. 6). 5. The directions in i.6—9 are 
trivial, and the argumentation against the false teachers, as 
well as their characterization, i. 10-16, iii. 9, wholly vague. 
The moral rules, ii. 1 ~10, iii. i. f£., are superficial and trivial. 
The character of its contents would render the Epistle su- 
perfluous for Titus, and from i. 12, f. unfit for communica- 
tion to the church. Here also, therefore, we have the same 
historical and exegetical incomprehensibility as before. 


Doubts of the Genuineness of these Three Epistles. 


§ 155 a. 


Since Schleiermacher’s attacks on 1 Tim.,* the other 
so-called Pastoral Epistles have been wholly or in part 
doubted and their genuineness denied.» Consistent criticism 
must certainly group all three together in the investigation ; 
for sometimes all three, sometimes two, have many pecu- 
liarities in common, which distinguish them from the other 
Epistles, —1. In language and ideas.° 

* See the works referred to above, § 152 a, note a. He was followed by 
Liffler, K\. Schr. II. 216, ff., Usteri, Paul. LBgr. p. 2, Liicke, in Theol. 
St. u. Kr. 1834. p. 764, ff. ; even by’ Neander, AG. I. 538, in a measure. 
Schletermacher was opposed by H. Planck, Bemerkk. tib. d. 1. paul. Br. an d. 
Tim. in Bezieh. auf d. krit. Sendschr., &c. Gott. 1808, Beckhaus, Spec. 
 observatt. crit. exeg. de vocabb. dir. Aey. et rarioribus dicendi formulis in 1. 
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ad Tim. ep. obviis, authentiae nihil detrahentibus. 1810, Wegscheider, 1 Br. 
an Tim., Bengel, Arch. f. d. Theol. I. 2. 345, ff. 

b All three were doubted by Eichhorn, Einl. (1812), De Wette, LB. (1826), 
Schott (Isag. [1830] p. 315, sqq.), by the latter, however, on the theory that 
a disciple of the Apostle, perhaps Luke, wrote them in his name and by his 
direction, Baur (Die sogen. Pastoralbr.d. Ap. Paul. aufs neve krit. unters. 
Stuttg. 1835, Paulus, etc. p. 492, ff.), Mayerhoff (Br. and. Col. p. 5, 11, 
ff., 16, ff., 32, f., 37, f., 122, ff.), Reuterdahl, provost jn Lund (Stud. u. Kr. 
1834. p. 1023, f.), Schwegler, Nachap. Zeitalt. II. 138, ff. Schrader also, 
in his notes (Vol. IV.), doubts all three Epistles. Both Epistles to Tim- 
othy were declared un-Pauline, and chap. i.1-4 of the Epistle to Titus 
spurious, by Oredner and Neudecker (Hinleit.). The former started the hy- 
pothesis, that 2 Tim. is based on two genuine short writings of the Apostle 
(§ 157). But in his later work, Das N. T. nach Zweck, Ursprung, Inhalt 
(1841-43), II. 96,f., he maintains distinctly the spuriousness of the three 
Bpistles. C. E. Scharling (Die neuesten Unterss. tib. d. sogen. Pastoral- 
briefe d. N. T. dargestellt in ihrer Bedeutung u. ihrem Verhaltnisse z. Bi- 
belkritik u. z. Kanon. Aus d. Dan. 1846) is rather undecided. The follow- 
ing defend them: Bertholdt, Hug (Einleit.), Guerike (Beitr. u. Einl.), 
Heydenrcich (Pastoralbr.), Bohl (§ 152d, note a), Kling (Anh. z. Flatt’s 
Vorless.), Mich. Baumgarten (Die Aechtheit d. Pastoralbr. mit bes. Rtick- 
sicht auf d. neuesten Angriff von Baur. Berl. 1837), Matthies (Pastoralbr.), 
Béttger (Beitr.), and others. 

© Xdpts, €deos, eipnm, 1 Tim. i. 2,2 Tim. i. 2, Tit. i. 4 (eleewhere ydpis 
nal elpnyn) ; mords 6 Adyos, 1 Tim. i. 15, iii. 1, iv. 9, 2 Tim. ii. 11, Tit. 
iii. 8; *Scdacxadla ialvovea, 1 Tim. i. 10, 2 Tim. iv.3, Tit. i. 9, ii. 1; 
*Adyos Dyalvovres, 1 Tim. vi. 3, 2 Tim. i. 13; *Adyos dys, Tit. ii. 8 ; 
* iyaivew év rH miore, Tit. i. 13, ii. 2; on the other hand, vooety mepi (yri- 
gets, 1 Tim. vi. 4, yadyypawa, 2 Tim. ii. 17; * evoé8ea, 1 Tim. ii. 2, iii. 16, 
iv. 7,8, vi. 3, 6, 11, 2 Tim. iii. 5, Tit. 1.1, evoeBas Civ, 2 Tim. iii. 12, 
Tit. ii. 12; *pdOos, 1 Tim. i. 4, iv. 7, 2 Tim. iv. 4, Tit. i. 14; *(yraces, 
1 Tim. i. 4, vi. 4, 2 Tim. ii. 23, Tit. iii. 9; *yeveadoyias, 1 Tim. i. 4, Tit. 
iii, 9; *paratodoyia, 1 Tim. i. 6, paraoddyos, Tit. i. 10 ; Aoyopayias, 1 
Tim. vi. 4, Aoyopayeiv, 2 Tim. ii. 14; *xevohovia, 1 Tim. vi. 20, 2 Tim. 
ii. 16; émpdvea, 1 Tim. vi. 14, 2 Tim. iv. 1, 8, Tit. ii. 13 (instead of 
Paul’s usual word, wapovola; but cf. 2 Thess. ii. 8); *carnp, of God, 1 
Tim. i. 1, ii. 13, iv. 10, Tit. i. 3, 11.10; *aapa@nen, 1 Tim. vi. 20, 2 Tim.i. 12, 
. 14; *cwdponopds, 2 Tim. i. 7; *cwdpdvas, Tit. ii. 12, * cbppov, 1 Tim. 
iii. 2, Tit. i. 8, ii. 2, 5, *cwdpoveiy, Tit. ii. 6 (cf. Rom. xii. 3, 2 Cor. v. 
13); mapareioOat, 1 Tim. iv. 7, v. 11, 2 Tim. ii. 23, Tit. iii. 10; mepsiora- 
Oa, 2 Tim. ii. 16, Tit. iii. 9: doroyxeiv, 1 Tim. i. 6, vi. 21, 2 Tim. ii. 18; 
the use of xara, 2 Tim. i. 1, Tit. i. 1; toropepynoxecv, 2 Tim. ii. 14, Tit. iii. 
1; wpooéyew, 1 Tim. i. 4, tii. 8, iv. 1, 13, Tit. i. 14. Cf. Eichhorn, Einl. 


* The words marked with an asterisk indicate peculiar ideas. 
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Ill. 319, ff. Schott, p. 320,sqq., who adds much, among the rest the fol- 
lowing, worthy of note: dpveioOat, 1 Tim. v. 8, 2 Tim. ii. 12, f., iii. 5, Tit. 
i, 16, ii. 12 Seomrdrns (for xvpios), 1 Tim. vi. 1,f., 2 Tim. ii. 21, Tit. ii. 9. 
Mayerhoff, p. 18, f., who calls attention to xaAd épya, 1 Tim. v.10, 25, vi. 
18, Tit. ii. 14, iii. 8, 14. 


_§ 1555. 


2. All three Epistles have this common peculiarity, 
namely, that the writer readily digresses from the subject of 
his letter to general truths or common sayings (1 Tim. 1.10, 
ii. 4-6, iii. 16, iv. 8-10; 2 Tim. i. 9, f., ii. 11-18, 19-21, 
iii. 12,16; Tit. ii. 11-14, iii. 3-7), and that even what he 
urges in refutation or encouragement appears in this form 
(1 Tim. i. 8-10, iv. 4, f., vi.6-10; 2 Tim. ii. 4-6; Tit. 
i. 15). After such digressions or general instructions, he 
commonly seeks a return or a conclusion and resting-point 
in a special admonition or direction (1 Tim. iii. 14, f,, iv. 6, 
11, vi. 2,5, 11; 2 Tim. ii. 7,14, iii. 5; Tit. ii. 10, iii. 8). 
3. In all three Epistles the moral view of life preponderates 
(1 Tim. ii. 10, v. 10, 25, vi. 18; 2 Tim. ii. 21, f., iii. 17; 
Tit. i. 16, ii. 7,14, iii. 1, 8, 14),* combined with the asser- 
tion of moral desert (1 Tim. ii. 15, iii. 18, iv. 8, vi. 19; 2 
Tim. iv. 8), and an abstract or doctrinal apprehension of 
Christianity (as Sdacxadia, Tit. ii. 10, and elsewhere, cf. 2 
Tim. iii. 15, f.). 

* The &dacxaria tyaivovca is the doctrine of morality (cf. Tit. ii. 1, 
1 Tim. i. 10), and evoéBesa, practical piety (2 Tim. iii. 12, Tit. ii. 12). “The 
author of these letters stands at the mediating point between Paulinism and 


Nomism, cf. 1 Tim. i. 8, f. His universalism, unlike Paul’s, is not polemic 
(1 Tim. ii. 4, iv. 10, Tit. ii. 11). 


§ 155 ¢. 


The special characteristic of the three Epistles is their po- | 
lemics against certain false teachers, who, although not always 
the same, are yet alike, namely, sometimes Judaizing Gnos- 
tics (Tit. 1.10,14; 2 Tim. ii.23, iv. 4; 1 Tim. i.4,7), some- 
times anti-Judaizing (2 Tim. ii.18; 1 Tim. iv.3). Now it is 
not impossible that the Apostle had discovered and opposed 
the beginnings of the Gnostic tendency, as in the Epistle to 














DOUBTS OF THEIR GHNUINENESS. § 156. 301 


the Colossians he actually combated similar opponents; andit 
is probable that Gnosticism had run through a first stadium 
before that of the second century." The passages 1 Tim. vi. 
20, Tit. iii.10, however, point to a time when Gnosticism 
had attained a certain development, and the notion of heresy 
was familiar. Other passages and sections also indicate 
circumstances belonging to a late period (1 Tim. iii. 1, v. 9, 
vi. 17).> 

* Bottger, Beitr. V. Die Gnosis der Pastoralbriefe ist nicht die der 
Gnostiker des 2. Jahrh. Gott. 1838. Thiersch, Standp. d. Krit. p. 249. 
Zeller, Jbb. 1842. p. 714. 

> According to Baur, these polemics refer to Marcion and other Gnostics 
well known in the history of the second century, after whose appearance, 


therefore, the Epistles were written. This hypothesis we cannot accept, 
cf. § 158, note d. 


§ 155 d. 


One acquainted with Paul’s style of writing ‘will find 
much, aside from the difference in vocabulary, &c., already 
remarked upon, that betrays an imitator, who writes not 
from the living fulness of the Apostle’s mind, and scarcely 
knows how to exhaust a single topic.* 

* We frequently miss (1 Tim. ii.1, iii. 15, iv. 8; 2 Tim. i. 3-5, iv. 6, 
ef. ver. 5, 7, iv.18; ii. 9, cf. ver. 1, ff, 13, ii. 17) the good logical con- 
nection. Matter borrowed from Pauline Epistles, and commonly ill placed, 
appears in 1 Tim. ii. 5 (cf. Heb. viii. 6, ix. 15, xii. 24), 7, 2 Tim. i. 3, 7, 
. ji, 20, iv. 6, f. Even church formulas seem to be used, 1 Tim. iii. 16, vi. 
13, 15, f., 2 Tim. ii. 8. Probably in 1 Tim. v.18 the Gospel of Luke is 
cited as ypapn. (Baur and Schwegler err in finding it mentioned in 2 Tim. 
ii. 8). Especially foreign to the Apostle’s style of thought and teaching 
are (apart from what is adduced in § 155 8, no. 3) the remarks on mar- 
riage, 1 Tim. ii. 15, iv. 3, v. 14, cf. iii. 4, 12, v. 10 (see, on the contrary, 
1 Cor. vii. 8, f., 25, ff.) ; the designation of Christ as the Mediator, 1 Tim. 
ii. 5; the self-exculpation, 1 Tim. i. 13 (an inappropriate passage, at any 
rate, cf. Schleiermacher, p. 165, ff.), and the self-exaltation, 2 Tim. iv. 8. 


§ 156. 
The emphasis laid on the “sound, authentic” doctrine 
received from the Apostle (Tit. i. 9, 14, ii. 1, 7, 15, iii. 8, f., 
2 Tim. i. 13, ii. 2, 11,14, ff, iii. 10,14, ff, iv.1, ff, 1 Tim. i. 
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3, ff., iii. 15, f., iv. 6, ff, 12, ff, vi. 3, ff, 12, 20), and the in- 
junctions (Tit. i. 5, ff, 1 Tim. iii. 1, ff, v.17 -19),* which 
tend to strengthen and develop the hierarchy, serve to fur- 
ther the design especially of the First Epistle to Timothy, 
namely, to oppose the false teaching of Gnosticism; and 
are in harmony with the action of the Catholic Church 
against these movements, which threatened danger to her 
unity. 


* 2 Tim. ii. 2, the advice to educate teachers of the Gospel. 


§ 157. 


Schleiermacher regarded only the First Epistle to Timothy 
as spurious. It seemed to him a copy and compilation of 
the other two, from its sometimes literal resemblance to 
them, from the singular relation of 1 Tim. i. 20 to 2 Tim. ii. 
17, iv. 14, and from the (by him overestimated) abruptness 
of the style of writing and the composition. Credner also 
thought that these Epistles, which he regards as in part 
genuine (} 109 a, note b), served as a model to the author of 
1 Tim. But all three have the same author and the same 
object, although the latter appears most distinctly in 1 Tim. 
The Epistle to Titus and the Second Epistle to Timothy 
were written first, and in writing 1 Tim. the author repeated ~ 
himself somewhat.* He committed also the error of assum- 
ing in this letter, written later but treating of an earlier period — 
(that of the Apostle’s journey in Acts xx. 1), the expulsion 
of Hymeneeus and Alexander, who appear in a different con- 
nection in 2 Tim., — which, though written earlier, is laid in 
a later period (that of the Roman imprisonment). 


« Eichhorn also regards 1 Tim. as later than the Epistle to Titus, and as 
assuming a later constitution of the Church; also as worse written, p. 339, 
ff. The last circumstance he explains in a most singular way, p. 404. 
Baur acknowledges the dependence of 1 Tim. on the other two Epistles. 
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Church Acceptance of the Three Epistles. 


§ 158. 


It was probably on dogmatic grounds that Marcion ex- 
cluded these Epistles from his collection, and that other 
heretics also rejected them either wholly or in part.* In 
other respects they are as strongly supported by external 
testimonies » as other Pauline Epistles. Hence, we must not 
assign them too late a date. Although not written by Paul 
himself, nor pure fountains of the Pauline doctrine, they 
are yet important documents for the later development of 
Paulinism, especially in its fusion with Nomism. 


* Tertull. Adv. Marc. V. 21: Miror tamen, quum ad unum hominem 
[namely, Philemon] factas litteras receperit, qui ad Timotheum duas et 
unam ad Titum de ecclesiastico statu compositas recusaverit. Affectavit, 
opinor, etiam numerum epistolarum interpolare. Clem. Alex. Strom. II. 
383 : Ud raurns éAeyxdpevor ris Povys (1 Tim. vi. 20, f.) of awd rév alpe- 
geov Tas mpds Te. aberodvres émtoroAds. Origen, Comm. in Matth. Tract. 
XXXV. Vol. DI. 916: Item quod ait: Sicut Jamnes et Mambres restite- 
runt Moysi, non invenitur in publicis scripturis, sed in libro secreto, qui su- 
prascribitur Jamnes et Mambres liber. Unde ausi sunt quidam ep. ad Tim. 
repellere quasi habentem in se textum alicujus secreti, sed non potuerunt. 
Hieron. Prooem. ad Comm. in ep. ad Tit.: Licet non sint digni fide, qui 
fidem primam irritam fecerunt, Marcionem loquor et Basilidem et omnes 
haereticos .... Ut enim de ceteris epistolis taceam, de quibus quicquid con- 
trarium suo dogmati viderunt, eraserunt, nonnullas integras repudiandas 
orediderunt, ad Timotheum ... . videlicet utramque, ad Hebraevs et ad Titum 

. Sed Tatianus, Encratitarum Patriarches, qui et ipse nonnullas Pauli 
epistolas repudiavit, hanc vel maxime, hoc est, ad Titum, Apostoli pronun- 
tiandam credidit, parvi pendens Marcionis et aliorum, qui cum eo in hac parte 
consentiunt, assertionem. 

> The allusions to Tit. iii. 11, 1 Tim. ii. 8, found by Lardner in Clemens 
Rom. Ep. 1. c. 2. 29, are very doubtful. The same is true of that in Ignat. 
Ad Ephes. c. 2, to 2 Tim. i. 16. More certain is that in Polycarp, oc. 4: 
Apx?) Se mavrov xarerav 7 pitapyupia. Eiddres ovy dre oddev elonveyxaperv 
els rov xdcpov, GAN’ ovde éfeveyxeiy re Exoner, cf. 1 Tim. vi. 7,10. See 
however, in opposition, Schleiermacher, as above, p. 16, ff. Baur, Past. Br. 
p. 137, f., who regards Polycarp’s letter as older than 1 Tim. Theophil. 
Ad Autolyc. III. 14, appeals to 1 Tim. ii. 2 (Part I. § 18). Hegestpp. in 
Euseb. H. BE. WI. 832: .... ds 8 6 lepds ray droordAwy xdpos dvadopoy 
elAnhes rot Biov rédos, mapednrvdea re 7 yeved éxeivn . .. . THViKaiTa Tis 


304 EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 


dOéov mAdyns THY dpxny éAduBavev H avoracis bia rhs Trav Erepodsdacka- 
Awy andrns, of Kal.... 7TH THs GdnOelas Kypvypare Thy evddvupoy 
yvaotv dyrunpirrey émexeipovy. (Baur, Paulus, &c., p. 494, finds here 
an opposing testimony ; but Scharling, p. 40, shows that also later Fathers 
held the view that heresies arose first after the Apostles.) ren. Cont. 
haeres. lib. I. prooem.: ’Eze) ryv dAnbevay maparepmopevoi tives ererodyouct 
Adyous Wevdets nal yeveadoyias paraias, airwes (nTHoTEts paAAov wapée- 
xovat, Kabds 6 andorodds dnow, } oixodopyy Geov rHy év wioTet, 
ef.1Tim.i.4. Lib. IlI.c.3,§3: .... rovrov rod Aivov LataAos év rais mpds 
Tipdeor emorodais pepyyta, cf. 2 Tim. iv. 21. Ib. §4: .... xat HatdAos 
ehnoev’® aiperixov dvOpwmov....mapacrod, cf. Tit. iii. 10. Clemens 
Alex. Strom. II. 383: ....aepl fis 6 améorodos ypahor, & Tipdbee, Gyory, 
Ty wapabynkny hvrakoy, éxrpemdpevos ras BeBnrovs nrevohpa- 
vias, x.t-A., cf. 1 Tim. vi. 20. Ib. p. 448: .... evry érépa mpdbs Typed 
Oeov émiatoAj) 6 yervatos Stardooeras LatAos. Tertull. De praescript. hae- 
ret. c. 25: .... hoc verbo usus est Paulus ad Timotheum: O Timothee, 
depositum custodi. Et rursum: Bonum depositum serva. Cf. 1 Tim. vi. 20, 
2 Tim. i. 14. 
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Anmm. von Masch und Beitr. von Semler. 1763. — J. D. Michatks, Erkl. 
(1762.) 1780. 2 Thle. 4to. — Chr. Fr. Schmidsi Observatt. 1766. — S. F. N. 
Morus, Uebers. 3d ed. 1786.— G. Chr. Storr, Erl. (1789.) 1809. — P. 
Abresch, Paraphr. et annott. L. B. 1789. — J. A. Ernesti, Lectiones acad. ed. 
G. J. Dindorf. 1795.— Dav. Schulz, Einleit. Uebers. u. Anmerkk. 1818. 
— Chr. Fr. Boehme, Comment. perp. 1825.— Fr. Bleek, Einl. Uebers. u. 
fortlauf. Comm. 2. Abthl. Ber}. 1828-—40.— Mos. Stuart, Comment. on 
the Ep. to the Hebrews. 1828. — Kuinoel, Comment. 1831. — Klee, Aus- 
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leg. 1838. — H. E. G. Paulus, Des Ap. P. Ermahnungsschr. an d. Hebr. 
Christen wortgetreu tibers. mit... . einer krit. Einleit. &c. 1833.—~ A. 
Tholuck, Comm. z. Br. an d. Hebr. 1836. 2d ed. 1840. — K. Stein, Theor.- 
prakt. erkl. 1838. — C. Lomb, Comm. 1843. 


Design and Contents. 


§ 159. 


The design of the Epistle to the Hebrews is to show 
apologetically, not polemically, the superiority of the Chris- 
tian revelation, as complete and archetypal, over that of the 
Old Testament, as merely preparatory and typical; and to 
confirm in the faith those Christians who yet adhered to the 
Old Testament views and usages. The style advances from 
that of discussion to’ that of exhortation, and the latter is 
interwoven with the former. The relation between the old 
and the new revelation is like that between the prophets 
and the Son of God (i. 1-3); the superiority of the latter 
to the former, like that of Christ to the angels (the proclaim- 
ers of the Mosaic Law), although forthe redemption of men 
he was for a time humbled below them (i. 4-ii. 18), and to 
Moses, who was but a servant, whereas Christ is a Son 
(ili. 1-6). So much the more must they beware of apos- 
tasy (iii.7-iv.13). Christ is also a better High-Priest 
than that of the Old Testament (iv. 14-—v.10). Exhorta- 
tion to lay hold on these higher truths (v.11—vi. 20). Christ 
is Priest after the order of Melchisedec, superior to the 
Aaronite priests (vii.). He is Priest of a higher, a heavenly 
sanctuary, Mediator of a better covenant, of a better recon- 
ciliation, of which the Old Testament contains only indi- 
cations and types (viii. 1—x.18). Exhortation to the be- 
lieving use of these benefits, warning against falling away, 
encouragement to faith by the exhibition of Old Testament 
examples, and to steadfastness in suffering (x. 19 -xii. 11). 
Supplement containing moral exhortations, with personal 
references and greetings (xii. 12—xiii. 20). 

The author has set forth with great acuteness and depth 
both the difference between the old and the new revelation, 
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and the germs and indications of the latter contained in the 
former; and thus raised his readers from the old to the new, 
without declaring the latter contradictory to the former. 
He has completely solved the problem of a.genuine adapta- 
tion, so as to spare the weak without affording any assist- 
ance to error. 


Is Paul the Author? External Grounds. 
§ 160 a. 


The opinion that Paul is the author is very ancient, but 
at the same time accompanied with doubts. The oldest 
Alexandrian Fathers advocate its acceptance by the Church, 
but are sensible of the difficulty of. ascribing it to the Apos- 
tle, and do not seem to appeal to any precise tradition.* 
Origen, although quoting the Epistle as Pauline, is yet 
aware of doubts against it.° He admits that Paul did not 
write it, but ascribes the contents to him. Only the later 
Dionysius (A. D. 247) accepts the Epistle without remark as 
Pauline ;° and is followed by the later Alexandrians.f 


a Euseb. H. E. VI. 14, from the lost Hypotyposes of Clemens Aler.: Kat 
Ti mpos ‘EBpaious 8é émsoroAny HavAov pev elvac dnoi, yeypdpba 8¢ ‘“EBpai- 
ots “EBpaixg povg, Aouxay 8€ didoripws adriy peOeppnvevoavra éxdodvat rois 
"EdAnow + GOev toy avrov xpata evpioxer Oat xara tiv éppnvelay rauTns Te THs 
émoroAis Kal rav mpagewy* pr mpoyeypapba dé rd Uaidos amdarodos eixé- 
tos “EBpaios yap now emorédAdov mpdAnyw eiAnpdot kat’ adrod xat vro- 
mrevovoty aurdy, ouveTas mavu ovK ev apyn anéaTpeWey avrovs, Td Svopa Geis. 
-+.. "H8n 8€ ds 6 paxdptos Edeye mpecBvrepos (his teacher, Pantenus, about 
A.D. 150), émet 6 xvptos, dmdarodos dy rod mavroxpdropos ameardAn mpds 
“EBpaious, dia perpidryra 6 Iatdos, ws av eis ra €Oyn dmeoraApévos, ovx éyypd- 
det éauréy ‘EBpaiwy andorodov, did re rv mpds Tov xvptov Tysny, Sid Te TO ex 
meptovoias Kat trois ‘EBpaiots emoreAdov, €Ovov xnpuxa dvra kal dmdaroAoy. 
Cf. the quotation from Heb. xi. 1, ff. in Strom. II. 362, 364, and other pas- 
sages. 

> Princip. III. 1.10; IV. 22. Praef. ad princ. I. 47. ed. R., and other 
passages in Bleek, p.101. Lardner, II. 2, p. 229. 

© Ep.ad Afric. I. 20: ’AAX’ elxds riva OAtBdpevoy amd ris els Tadra dro- 
dci~ews ovyxpnoacOa rH BovAnpare ray dberovvray riv émiatoAny, as ov 
TlavA yeypappevny, mpds by GAXwv Adywv kat’ idiav xpnCoper eis dmddeckwy rod 
elvat Tlavdov thy émoroAnv. Cf. in Matt. xxiii. 27. Opp. III. 848, sq. 

4 In Huseb. H. E. VI. 25, see Part I. § 23, note 5b. If he speaks of a 
church tradition, he means probably only the Alexandrian. 
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* In his letter to Fabius, Bishop of Antioch, in Euseb. H. E. VI. 41: Kal 
Hy dprayiy rov trapxdvrav, spoiws éxeivots ols xat Iladdos euapripnoe (Heb. 
x. 34), werd xapas mpocedéfavro. 

f Alexander, in Theodoret. H. BE. I. 3. p. 736. ed. Hal., Socrat. H. E. 
I.6; Athanas. Ep. fest., see Part I. §26a. Others, see in Bleek, p. 136, ff. 


§ 1600. 


In the Western Church, the Pauline origin of the Epistle 
was at first denied* In the Eastern Church, it obtained 
apostolic authority after the middle of the third century,” 
in which position Eusebius found it well established, al- 
though the doubts regarding its genuineness were known.° 
In the second half of the fourth century, however, its ac- 
ceptance among the Greeks was universal (Part I. § 26, 
note a). 


* Euseb. H. E, VI. 20: "HAGe S€ els Has xa Tatov, Aoytwrarov avdpds, 
diddoyos, eri ‘Pdyns xara Zepupivoy mpds Lpdedov rijs xara Spvyas alpécews 
treppaxoiyra Kexumpevos’ ev @ ray Oe evavrias riv mept rd cuvrdrrew xawwas 
ypapas mpomerecdy re xal roApav émoropilav, rdv Tov lepov dmoaro\ov Sexa- 
Tptay pdvov EmioroAay pynpovevet, THY mpds ‘EBpalouvs pr cuvaptOunoas rais 
Aourats. Jrencus was certainly acquainted with the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
Euseb. V. 26: Kat BiBdiov me diaréfewy d:adopwr, év ris mpds ‘EBpaious 
émeoroAns Kal rhs Aeyouerms coias SoAopavros pynpovevet, pyTa twa €€ av- 
roy mapabépevos. But he does not seem to have regarded it as a work of 
Paul, for he does not use it in his work against the Gnostics. Phot. Bibli- 
oth. cod. 232, p. 477, from Steph. Gobarus: ‘ImmoAvros rat Elpnvaios rv 
mpos ‘EBpalous émiaroAry TavAov ovx éxeivou etvai gdact. Cod. 121, p. 161, 
from Hippolytus: dyes, ore  mpds ‘EBpatous émioroAn ovK earl rod dmrogrdAov 
IlavAov. — Tertull. De pudicitia, c. 20: Volo tamen ex redundantia alicujus 
etiam comitis Apostolorum superducere. Exstat enim et Barnadae titulus ad 
Hebraeos. .... Et utique receptior apud ecclesias epistola Barnabae illo 
apocrypho Pastore moechorum. Monens itaque discipulus, omissis omnibus 
initiis, ad perfectionem magis tendere, nec rursus fundamenta poenitentiae 
jacere ab operibus mortuorum: impossibile est enim, inquit, eos, qui semel 
illuminati sunt, ete. Cf. Heb. vi. 4-8. Cyprian. De exhort. mart. o. 
11: Et Apostolus Paulus, qui hujus numeri legitimi et certi meminit, ad 
septem ecclesias scribit (namely, to the Romans, Corinthians, Galatians, 
Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, Thessalonians). Cf. Hieron. ad Pau- 
lin. de studio scriptur. T.I. P. I. p. 280. ed. Vallars.: Paulus Apostolus 
ad septem Ecclesias scribit (octavo enim ad Ebraeos a plerisque extra nu- 
merum ponitur). The testimonies of Novatianus and Victorinus Petavio- 
nens. in Bleek, p. 174, ff. Cf. also the Fragment of Muratori, Part I. 
§ Ql. : 
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> Writing of the Synod at Antioch, A. D. 264, in Mansi, Collect. concil. 
I. 1038: ‘O 8 xvpios rd mvedpa, kata tov dmdcroAoy (2 Cor. iii. 17) + xara 8é 
Tov avrov: Exwoy yap éx mvevparucns meérpas, K.t.d (1 Cor. x. 4): .... Kat 
wept Mavoéas: peifova mrovrov Hynodpuevos, x.t. A. (Heb. xi. 26.) Wheth- 
er Methodius (A. D. 290) cites the Epistle as a writing of Paul, Conviv. 
p- 96: ef 6 vouos, xara Tov GrogToAoy, mvevpaTiKos €oTt, Tas elkovas épmeEpte- 
xov rdy pedAovroy, is doubtful, for the xara rdv dméorodoy can refer to the 
first only (cf. Rom. vii. 14). In the writings of Jacob of Nisibis (about A. D. 
325) in Galland. Bibl. Patr. V. p. xvi., lxii., Ixxxviii., lxxxix., there are 
several citations of the Epistle as a work by the Apostle. 

¢ Fused. H.E. II. 3: Tod 8€ Wavrov wpddndrot xat cadeis ai dexarec- 
capes. “Ore ye piv rwes nOernxace rv mpds ‘EBpaious, mpds THs ‘Papaiwy 
€xxAnolas as pr) TavAov ovcay avryy avridéyeobat pyoavres, ov Sixatoy ayvo-~ 
ey. VI. 13: Kéypnra & éy abrois [Clemens Alez.] wai rais ard tov ayti- 
Aeyopevay ypaday paprupias .... xal ris mpos ‘EBpaious émoroAjs. Cf. 
III. 38, cited’in § 164 3, note a. 


§ 160 c. 


Subsequently, in the fourth century, the Epistle obtained 
canonical acceptance also in the West.* To this, the study 
of the Greek commentators, especially of Origen, the Arian 
controversy, in which use was made of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, and the repute of Jerome and Augustine contrib- 
uted. These Fathers accepted the Epistle, after the exam- 
ple of the Eastern Church, without being exactly convinced 
of its genuineness.” Many, not only in the second half of 
the fourth century, but even later, doubted the genuine- 
ness of the Epistle, and refrained from using it.° 

According to all these authorities, the tradition that Paul 
is author of this Epistle, if it be in general a tradition, is 
very far from reliable.* 

* The Epistle is used as Paul’s by Hilarius Pictav. (¢ 368), Lucifer 
(¢ 371), Ambrosius ({ 397), Gaudentius (c. 387), Rufinus, and A. Philas- 
trius, Haeres. 89, p. 196, sq.: Haeresis quorundam de epistola Pauli ad 
Hebraeos. Sunt alii quoque, qui ep. Pauli ad Hebr. non adserunt esse ip- 
sius, sed dicunt aut Barnabae esse apostoli: alii autem Lucae evangelistae 
ajont epistolam, etiam ad Laodicenses scriptam. Concil. Hipponens. an. 
393. can. 36 (see Part I. § 27, note a): Pauli-Apostoli epistolae tredecim, 
ejusdem ad Hebraeos una. Concil. Carthag. an. 397. can. 47. Innocenti 
Ep. ad Exsuper. 

» Ep. ad Dardan., see Part I. § 27, note a. In Jerem. xxxi.: Hoe 
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testimonio Apostolus Paulus, sive quis alius scripsit epistolam, usus est ad 
Hebraeos. In Tit.i.: Si quis vult recipere eam epistolam, quae sub nomine 
Pauli, sive cujuscunque alterius eam esse putas, quia jam inter ecclesiasti- 
cas est recepta. De vir. ill. c. 5: Epistola autem, quae fertur ad Hebraeos, 
non ejus creditur propter stili sermonieque dissonantiam, sed vel Barnabae 
juxta Tertullianum, vel Lucae Evangelistae juxta quosdam, vel Clementis, 
Romanae postea Ecclesiae episcopi, quem ajunt ipsi adjunctum sententias 
Pauli proprio ordinasse et ornasse sermone. Vel certe Paulus, quia scribe- 
bat ad Hebracos et propter invidiam sui apud eos nominis, titulum in princi- 
pio salutationis amputaverit. Scripserat ut Hebraeus Hebraice, id est, suo 
eloquio disertissime, ut ea quae eloquentius scripta fuerant in Hebraeo, elo- 
quentius verterentur in Graecum, et hanc causam esse, quod a caeteris 
Pauli epistolis discrepare videatur. Augustine, De peccator. merit. et re- 
miss. J. 27: Ad Hebraeos quoque epistola, quamquam nonnullis incerta sit, 
tamen quoniam legi, quosdam huic nostrae de baptismo puerulorum senten- 
tiae contraria sentientes, eam quibusdam opinionibus suis testem adhibere 
voluisse, magisque me movet auctoritas ecclesiarum orientalium, quae hance 
quoque in canonicis habent, quanta pro nobis testimonia contineat, adverten- 
dum est. Inchoat. exposit. ep. ad Rom. $11: .... nonnulli eam in cano- 
nem scripturae recipere timuerunt. Sed quoquo modo se habeat ista 
quaestio..... He cites the Epistle usually as Epistola ad Hebr., Epistola, 
quae inscribitur ad Hebr., and the like. Bleek, p, 224, ff. 

* Phebadius (¢ after 392), Zeno (c. 360), Ambrosiaster (366 - 384), 
Optatus Milevit. (364-375), Leo the Great (440-461), Orosius, and oth- 
ers, do not quote the Epistle. Hieron. In Esaiam viii.: Eam (epistolam 
ad Hebraeos) Latina consuetudo inter canonicas scripturas non recipit. 
Comment. in Matth. xxvi.: .... Paulus in epistola sua, quae scribitur ad 
Hebraeos, licet de ea multi Latini dubitent, etc. Augustine, De civ. Dei, 
XVI.22: Plures A postoli dicunt (ep. ad Hebr.), quidam vero negant. Prima- 
sius (middle of the sixth century), Comment. in ep. Paul. praef.: Epistolam 
sane quae ad Hebraeos scribitur, quidam Pauli non esse affirmant, eo quod 
non sit ejus nomine titulata et propter sermonis stilique distantiam, etc. 
Isidor. Hispal. (in the first half of the seventh century), De offic. eccles. I. 
11: Ad Hebraeos autem epistola plerisque Latine ejus (Pauli) fuisse incerta 
est propter dissonantiam sermonis, eandemque alii Barnabam conscripsisse, 
alii a Clemente ecriptam fuisse suspicantur. — Testimony of the oldest 
Greco-Latin codd., cod. Claromont., Boern., Aug., in which the Epistle is 
either not found, or only by a later hand, or in Latin. Bleek, p. 240, ff. 

4 Paulus, Ein). VI. ff., decides from the authorities in favor of the Pau- 
line composition, for he supposes that a real tradition existed in Alexandria, 
and lays stress on the use of the Epistle to the Hebrews in the letters of 
Clement of Rome and others. 
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Internal Grounds. 


§ 161 a. 


The theory that.Paul wrote this Epistle is opposed also 
by many very strong internal grounds. 1. The Epistle, con- 
trary to the Apostle’s practice, neither opens with greetings 
nor has his name,* contains but few personal references, and 
in its form approximates so closely to the character of a 
treatise that some, although erroneously, deny that it 1s an 
Epistle.» The references in xiii. 19, 23, f. may certainly 
apply to the Apostle’s situation during his imprisonment at 
Rome; they do not, however, necessarily, nor even with 
probability.° On the contrary, the author betrays himself as 
only mediately a disciple of Jesus (ii. 3, cf. Luke i. 2), who 
wrote after the Apostle’s death (xiii. 7).4 Paul, moreover, 
would hardly have written to Hebrew Christians, it not being 
his custom to force himself into spheres of labor occupied 
by others (1 Cor. x. 13, ff, Rom. xv. 20). ° 


® The manner in which Pantenus, Clement of Alez. (see § 160 a, note a), 
Hug, II. 489, and others, seek to remove this difficulty, is unsatisfactory. So 
also Steudel’s (Bengel’s Archiv. IV. 87). 

» J. Berger, Der Brief an d. Hebr. eine Homilie, in the Gotting. Theol. 
Biblioth. III. 3, p. 449, ff. 

¢ Bleek, p. 275, ff. The reading rots Seopois pov, Heb. x. 34, would be 
the most decided reference to Paul. 

4 Cf. Calvin, ad Hebr. ii. 3. Luther’s Vorrede zu d. Br. an die Hebr. 
Ziegler, Vollst. Einl. in d. Br. an die Hebr. (1791), p. 237, ff. Bleek, p. 
286, ff. False explanation of ii. 3, by the figure dvaxoivwors (Hug, p. 466). 


§ 161 b. 


2. The language is very different from the Apostle’s, be- 
ing purer Greek, more periodic, and more oratorical® 


* Origen, in Euseb. H. E. VI. 25, held this opinion (cf. Part I. § 23, 
note 4). Itis shown most completely by Schulz, p. 136, ff. Seyffarth, De 
epistolae quae dicitur ad Hebraeos indole maxime peculiari (Lips. 1821), 
p. 29, sqq. They, however, lay too great stress on single words and ex- 
pressions. Better in Bleek, p. 327, ff. Oredner, § 200. Schott,§85. Tho- 
luck, p. 29, ff. 
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Different formulas of citation : A€éyet, paprupet rd rvetdua rd dytov, or 5 Beds, 
or simply A¢yet, efpnxe, paprupet, rai, i. 5, 6, ff., 13, iii. 7, 15, iv. 3, 4, ff, 
7, v. 5, f., vie 14, vii. 14, 17, 21, viii. 5, 8, 13, x. 5, 8, 9, 15, f,, 30, xi. 18, 
xii. 5, 20, 26. (Paul, on the contrary: yéypamra, xads yéyparra, 7 
ypadn Adye, éypddy, xara rd yeypappevoy, 5 Aoyos 6 yeypappevos, Rom. i. 
17, ii. 24, iii. 4, 10, iv. 3, 17, 23, viii. 36, ix. 13, 17,33, x. 11, 18, xi. 2, 
8, 19, 26, xiv. 11, xv. 3,9, 21, 24; 1 Cor. i. 19, 31, ii. 9, ix. 9, x. 7, 
xiv. 21, xv. 45; 2 Cor. iv. 13, viii. 15, ix.9; Gal. iii. 8, 10, 18, iv. 22, 
27, 30, or Motions ypdpe, AaBid Aéyet, 6 vdpos Ayes, and the like, in Rom. 
iv. 6, vii. 7, ix. 25, 27, 29, x. 5, 19, 20, f., xi. 9, xv. 12; 1 Cor. ix. 9, 
xiv. 21, 34. Only Eph. iv. 8, v. 14, agree with the Ep. to the Heb. ; Rom. 
xv. 10, 2 Cor. vi. 2, Gal. iii. 16, are similar.) Instead of the formulas 6 xv- 
ptos nay "Ingots Xpiords, Incovs Xp. 6 xvptos Hudv, Xp. "I. 6 evptos nud, 6 
kuptos *I. Xp., we have here only 6 xvpios, ii. 3, vii. 143; 6 "Inaois, ii. 9, iii. 
1, iv. 14, vi. 20, vii, 22, x. 19, xii. 2, 24, xiii. 12, or Xprords, ili. 6, 14, 
v. 5, vi. 1, ix. 11, 14, 24, 28, xi. 26; only x. 10, xiii. 8, 21, "Incovs Xp., 
and xili. 20, 6 Kup. nuay "Incods. —’Andorodos of Christ, iii. 1; psrParodo- 
cia, li. 2, x. 35, xi. 26 (in Paul, peoOds); dpxwpocia, vii. 20, 21; aiparex- 
xvala, ix. 22.— Words compounded with ed and dvd, as evapeoreiv, evrrotia, 
evreploraros, dvadoyiferOat, dvadéxerOar. — Olkxoupévn péddovoa, ii. 5; ra 
péAdovra dyadd, ix. 11, x.1; péroxov efvat, yiverOat, iii. 1, 14, vi. 4, xii. 8 
(in Paul, xowavdy, cvyxowovdr elvat, Kowoveiy, cvyxowoveiv); éxdOicev ev 
deEta ris peyadoouvyns ev trois, i. 3, ex. ev Sefia rod Opdvou ris peyadoovrns 
év rots ovpavois, Vili. 1, év SeEta rod Opdvov rod Geov, xii. 2, dv deEcG rod Geod, 
x. 12 (Ephes. i. 20: éxa@icev [adrov Oeds] ev SeEtG avrod év rois érovpaviots, 
Col. iii, 1: év de£ta rod Geod Kabnpevos) ; yyovpevor, xill. 7, 17, 24; xaxov- 
xetoOa, xi. 37, xiii. 2; cvyxaxovxeicba, xi. 25; Opdvos tis peyadkwourns, 
vili. 1 ; Op. rhs xdptros, iv. 16; rd mrvedpua THs xaptros evuBpicerv, rov vidv rod 
Geov xaramareiv, x. 29. — Several feminine substantives derived from verbs : 
aOernots, Vii. 18, ix. 26; pera@ects, vil. 12, xi. 5, xii, 27; xardmavots, iii. 
11, 18, iv. 1, 3, 5, 10,11, and several others ; reAecody, ii. 10, v. 9, vii. 19, 
28, ix. 9, x.1, 14, xi. 40, xii. 23; redelwors, vii. 11; mpoodepew, mpoc- 
dopa, very often; AauBaverv, often, sometimes singularly used, as, meipay, 
dpxiv AapBaverw ; mporepyerbar rp Oecd, iv. 16, vii. 25, x. 1, 22, xi. 6; 
kpeirroy, sometimes quite peculiar, i. 4, vi. 9, vii. 7, 19, 22, viii. 6, ix. 23, 
x. 34, xi. 16, 35, 40; aldmos, v. 9, vi. 2, ix. 12, 14, 15, xiii. 203 els rd d&k- 
nvexes, Vii. 3, x. 1, 12, 14, els rd mwavredés, Vil. 25, dtamavrds, ix. 6, xiii. 
15; (dy, in the sense of dternal, spiritually powerful ; eds (dv, iii. 12, ix. 
14, x. 31, xii. 22; Adyos (av, iv. 12; ddds (doa, x. 20; eavmep, iii. 6, 14, 
vi. 3; the frequent dev, cov, rorovro, ddvvarov ; mapd, after the compara- 
tive,i. 4, ix. 23, xi. 4, xii. 24; the frequent use of the singular of mas. — 
On the other hand, the Pauline turns are wanting: od OéAopev Upas ayvoeiv, 
and several others (§ 123 a, note a). There are, undoubtedly, resemblances 
to the Pauline style of writing (Bleek, p. 316). Particularly striking is the 
similar quotation of Deut. xxxii. 35, chap. x. 30 and Rom. xii. 19. But 
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the author may have known and used Paul’s writings. In xiii. 5 he also 
cites a passage in accordance with Philo, De confus. ling. p. 344. 


§ 161 c. 


3. There is an entire absence of polemics in this Epistle, 
as well as of Paul’s peculiar ideas and views; instead of 
which it has others peculiar to itself* The prevailing com- 
parison and figurative use of Old Testament passages and 
ordinances is foreign to Paul, and reminds us of Philo’s 
mode of using the Old Testament.» Paul would hardly 
represent Christianity in general as so nearly parallel to Ju- 
daism, nor Christ as High-Priest, which could have force for 
Jews only, and not for Gentiles. Nor would he have omit- 
ted to mention his calling as Apostle to the Gentiles, nor 
to dwell upon the fact that Christianity was a new revela- 
tion for Jews and Gentiles. 

* Schulz, p. 102, ff. The proper contrast between mioris and yopos, and 
épya vopov, is wanting ; mioris in Hebrews is different from that in Paul. 
There is no mention of justifying faith (only an allusion, xi. 7); none of 
Bacreia rov Geod or ray ovpayey; none of Satan’s kingdom ; none of the 
Gospel of Christ ; no emphasis on the fact of the resurrection. The ideas 
regarding the perfecting of Christ are peculiar, as also those of the Chris- 
tian reAetwous in general, of continued atonement (vii. 24, ff.). 

> Schulz, p. 118, ff., 264, ff. Here, however, the author betrays a certain 
ignorance of the internal arrangement of the sanctuary. Bleek, p. 381, ff. 
Cf., on the contrary, Mynster, in Stud. u. Krit, 1829. p. 341, ff. Tholuck, 
on the passage. 

¢ Schulz, pp. 74, ff., 102; cf. the remarks to the contrary in my article in 
the Theol. Zeitschr. III. 5, ff. The general views given in the Epistle to 
the Hebrews are not essentially different from Paul's. To the latter, how- 
ever, belongs, according to the external position of the Apostle, the admis- 
sion that the Law has no force beyond the limits of the Jewish people, and 
has lost its power as a means of salvation. This admission is wanting in the 
Epistle. 


§ 161 d. 


4. In citing the Old Testament, Paul nowhere appears so 
dependent on the Septuagint version as the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, who betrays total ignorance of the 
Hebrew original; nor does he, as in Heb. i. 6, ii. 7, x. 5, 
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xii. 27, found his argument upon the words of the Septua- 
gint, or attach it only to them." 


® Bleek, p.338, ff Although Paul, in Rom. ii. 24, iii. 4, xv. 10, and other 
passages, follows the LXX. in its departures from the Hebrew, the varia- 
tions are of little moment. Bleek observes (p. 369, ff.) that Paul cites the 
LXX. according to Cod. Vatic., the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews ac- 
cording to Cod. Alex.; but the passage Deut. xxxii. 35 is cited in Heb. x. 
30 as in Rom. xii. 19. 

Notwithstanding, the following modern writers affirm the Pauline origin 
of the Epistle: Wolf, Cur. phil.; J. D. Michaélis, Erkl. d. Br, an die 
Hebr. p. 1], ff. (Ein. II. 1386, ff., he doubts); Chr. Fr. Schmid, Obser- 
vatt. s. ep. ad Hebr., Histor. antiqua et vindicatio canonis ; Nésselt, De tem- 
pore, quo scripta fuerit ep. Pauli ad Hebr.; Storr, Uebers. d. Br. an die 
Hebr. Einl. p. v. ff. ; Kleuker, Ueber den Urspr. u. Zweck der apostol. 
Briefe; Hug, Hinl.; G. W. Meyer, Ueber einige innere Griinde fiir die 
Abfassung d. Br. an d. Hebr. v. Paulus, in Ammon and Bertholdt’s Krit. 
Journal, IT. 3; Steudel, in Bengel’s Archiv, IV. 1. p. 63, ff; Hofstede de 
Groot, Disputatio, qua ep. ad Hebr. cum Paulin. epp. comparatur. Taj. 
1826 ; Paulus, as above; F. Chr. Gelpke, Vindiciae orig. Paul. ad Hebr. 
ep. L. B. 1833; Kilee(Ausleg.) ; Stuart (Comm.) ; Stein (Erkl.); Lomb 
(Comm.). In favor of Origen’s intermediate view are the following : Gue- 
rike, Einl. p.441, and others. The Pauline composition is doubted by Vives, 
Cajetan, Erasmus, Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin, Mart. Chemniz (who in his 
Exam. Conc. Trid. reckons the Epistle among the Antilegomena or “ Apoc- 
ryphal’’ works), Beza, J. Cameron, Grotius, Clericus, Schlichting ; then 
Heumann, Semler, Ziegler, J. Chr. Schmidt, Eichhorn, Berger, Dav. Schulz, 
Seyffarth, Bohme, Bleek, Olshausen (Nachweis. d. Aechth. simmtl. Schr. 
d. N. T. p. 89, ff, cf. on the other side, Opusc. p. 121), Tholuck, Schott, 
Credner, Neudecker. 


To whom is the Epistle addressed ? 
§ 1624. 


The Epistle presupposes as its readers unmixed Jewish 
Christians, who still adhered to their ancestral temple and 
sacrificial worship (xiii. 9), and in part, at least, inclined to 
apostasy [from Christ] (x. 20, vi. 6, xii. 15, f.). There is no 
material objection® against our following the superscrip- 
tion,” — understood in the sense of the Church idiom (Acts 
vi. 1),— and the most ancient opinion (cf. § 160 a, note a), 
in regarding these as Jewish Christians of Palestine;° ex- 
cepting the improbability that a Paulinian, like the author 
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and his friend Timothy, stood in very near relations to them, 
and that this Epistle, with its Hellenistic knowledge of 
Scripture based on the use of the Septuagint version of the 
Old Testament, was addressed to such Christians. 


@ According to x. 32, xii. 4, they to whom the Epistle was addressed had 
suffered persecution, though not unto blood ; this does not contradict Acts vill. 
1-3, xii. 1, for the writer had the then existing generation in view. That 
they had learned the Gospel from ear-witnesses, according to ii. 3, is in this 
connection likewise appropriate. That they had practised beneficence and 
should do so yet farther (vi. 10, x. 23, f., xiii. 16) is not absolutely irrecon- 
cilable with Rom. xv. 25, ff., 1 Cor. xvi. 1-3, Gal. ii. 10; for even in 
Paul’s time there were not wanting wealthy and beneficent persons among 
the Christians of Jerusalem. But it is nevertheless true, that precise refer- 
ences to the Jewish Christians of Palestine are wanting. Cf. Mynster, in 
Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1829. p. 338, who brings forward additional opposing 
arguments, among others v. 12, that the readers, as regards the time, might 
be teachers, which is at variance with the idea of Jewish Christians in Jeru- 
salem (although not of those in the country). For the rest, see the remarks 
on the passage. The objection, that the Epistle must have been written in 
Aramaic, amounts to little, as the Greek language was widely diffused in 
Palestine. 

& Which Credner, § 208, considers original. 

¢ Phil. ili. 5, 2 Cor. xi. 22, doubtless contain a broader meaning of 
“EBpaios ; but the Church expression evayyéAtov cad’ ‘EBpaious is decisive. 
In Euseb. H. E. II. 4, the Jewish Christians of Asia Minor are called éé 
‘EBpaiwy dvres. According to Credner, p. 564, the choice of this name 
points to an earlier time, when the difference between Judaizing and non- 
Judaizing Christians had not grown so great (7). — According to Hase, in 
Winer and Engelhardt’s Journ. der theol. Litt. II. 3. p. 265, ff., the Epis- 
tle was addressed to such Jewish Christians as were afterwards Ebionites, 
because in the Epistle allusions appear to the Ebionite doctrine. Cf. 
Epiph. Haeres. XXX.c. 3: “AdAor 8€ év abrois Néyouow avwber pév Svra, mpd 
advroy o€ kricGévra, mvedpa dvra, kal imép ayyéAous Svra, mavrwv Te KupiEv- 
ovra kal Xpioroy AéyerOat, roy éxeice Sé aldva xexAnpdoba. Cap. 16: Ov 
pdoxovew ex Geod warps avrdv yeyevnobat, GAdAG exricbat, ws Eva THY dpyay- 
vedo, pei{ova 8€ avray dyra, abrdv Sé xupsevew kal dyyéAwv kal mdvroy ind 
Tov mavroxparopos memoinpevwy,— with Heb. i. 3, 4, viii. 1. Ibe: “Ore 
HAOov xaradioat ras Ovoias, kai dav py mavonabe rod Gvew, ov mavcera ad’ 
bpaev 7 épyn,— with Heb, ix. 9, 23. Ib.: nad’ yyépay Barrifovra, — with 
Heb. xi. 10. 
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§ 162 b. 


No other theory has any probability. The Epistle cannot 
be addressed to Jewish Christians in general,* because it 
presupposes personal relations (xiii. 18, f., 23), nor to Jewish 
Christians at Thessalonica,> Galatia,° Alexandria,‘ or else- 
where,’ because it does not touch the subject of Gentile 
Christians, and — not to mention other reasons — presup- 
poses churches of uhmixed Jewish Christians attached to 
the Jewish temple-service. 


* According to Braun and Baumgarten, Heinrichs, Prolegg. in epist. ad 
Hebr. p. 12. Schwegler, Nachap. Zeitalt. II. 304. 

b Semler, Einl. zu Baumgarten’s Erk}. d. Br. an die Hebr. Nésselt, De 
tempore quo scripta fuerit ep. Pauli ad Hebr., in his Opusc. Fase. I. 

© Gorr, p. Ixi. ff. Mynster, KI. theol. Schr. p. 94, ff. Rink, in Theol. 
St. u. Kr. 1839. p. 1003, f., especially on account of 2 Pet. iii. 15, which he 
thinks refers to the Epistle to the Hebrews. Bengel (Gnom.), Chr. F. 
Schmid, Observatt. 8. ep. ad Hebr. p. 16, Cramer, with broader extension 
of it: Christians in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, Bithynia. 

a J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Ein). I. 284, 293. He uses this passage from Mu- 
ratori’s fragment: Fertur etiam ad Laodicenses, alia ad Alexandrinos Pauli 
nomine fictae ad haeresem Marcionis. 

¢ Perhaps in Asia Minor, Macedonia, Greece (because of 2 Pet. iii. 15), 
according to W. Wail, Not. crit. p. 318, Wolf, Cur. p. 593; or in Rome, 
according to Wetstein, N.T. II. 386 ; or in Antioch, according to Béhme, 
Praef. p. xxxii.; or in Laodicea, according to Stein (see § 123 4, note c), 
compare also Schneckenburger, as above, who aims to show a certain affinity 
between the Epistle to the Hebrews and that to the Colossians ; in similar 
strain, Baumgarten-Crusius, De orig. ep. ad Hebr. conjectt. Jen. 1829, 
who maintains that the Epistle to the IIebrews is an edition of the Epistles 
to the Ephesians and Colossians, revised for the use of the Jewish Christians 
of those regions (cf. Licke, in Stud. u. Kr. 1830. p. 450, f.); or in Lycao- 
nia, according to Credner, p. 564. 


Theortes regarding the Author. 
§ 163 a. 


Although an individual fact can never be established with 
certainty in the absence of testimony, and the office of crit- 
icism is from its nature chiefly negative, yet attempts have 
been constantly made to find out the author. Various hy- 
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potheses have been started. In forming a correct estimate 
of the same, the three following certain characteristics of 
the author are of service: he must have been, 1. a Jew by 
birth ; 2. well versed in the Alexandrian Scripture learning; 
3. possessed of unusual eloquence. 


§ 163 6. 


Some have fixed on Luke.* The ancient writers did this, 
however, that they might ascribe at feast to the Apostle’s 
assistant what they were compelled to deny to Paul. There 
is a degree of resemblance between Luke’s writings and this 
Epistle in the language; none, however, in their contents 
or their mode of representation.© Luke was not an Alex- 
andrian Jew. 

® Origen, in Euseb. VI. 25 (Part. I. § 23, note 5). Hieron. De viris 
ill. c. 5. § 160, noted. L. M. Artemonius, in Initio St. Evang. Joh. re- 
stituto, p. 98. Grotius, Prolegg. in ep. ad Hebr. Kohler, Abfass., &c., 
p- 205. Hug, § 149, p. 492, supposes that Luke had a hand in the compo- 
sition. 

> Grotius cites: evAaBeioba, ebAaSea, Acts xxiii. 10, Hebr. v. 7, xi.7; 
els rd mavredes, Luke xiii. 11, Hebr. vii. 25; paprupovpevos, paprupeiobat, 
Acts vi. 3, xvi. 2, Hebr. vii. 8, xv. 2, 5, 39; ypnpariferOa, Luke ii. 26, 
Acts x. 22, Hebr. viii. 5; #yovpevos, Luke xxii. 26, Hebr. xiii. 7, 17; 
dpxnyés, Acts iii. 15, v. 31, Hebr. ii. 10, xii. 2; mpds for wepi, Luke xviii. 
1, xix. 42, xx. 19, Acts xxviii. 25, Hebr. i. 7, 8. 

¢ Eichhorn, iii.464, ff. Bertholdt, p. 2955, ff. Bleek, p. 406, f. 


§ 163 c. 


Others have supposed Clement of Rome to be the author.* 
But the Epistle to the Hebrews and the First Epistle of 
Clement cannot be by the same author, because the latter 
lacks the Alexandrian character and the author’s originality 
of mind. The similar passages found in Clement show 
merely his acquaintance with our Epistle.» 


* Origen, Hieronym., as above. Erasm. Annott. in N. T. Patric. Ju- 
nius, in Ed. ep. 1. Clem. 


b Clement’s First Epistle. Epistle to the Hebrews. 
Ch. 17: Meuyral yevopeba xdxeivoy xi.37: .... meptndOov dv pndorais, 


otrives év Séppacy alyeiois Kal py- _—év alyelors Bépyact. 
Awrais meptenarnoay. 
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Ch. 36: .... 8s dy dratyacpa rijs 
peyadoouvys abrod, rocovre pellov 
éorly dyyéwy, dom diapopadrepoy 
dvoua KexAnpovdunrev. Teyparrat 
yap ovras: 6 mov roUs dyyédous 
avrov mvetpara, cal rovs Aecroup- 
yous atrov mupés PAdya’ emi dé 
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Epistle to the Hebrews. 


i.3: .... ds dy amavyacpa ris bdéns 


kal xapakrip ris rocrdcews avrov, 
depoyv re rd mavra TH pypart Tihs 
duvdpews atrod. .... 4: rocourp 
kpeirray yevspevos trav dyyédov, 
Soq Stapopdrepov sap’ avrovs xe- 
xAnpovdunkey Svopa. 


TH vig avrod ovrws elrev 6 Seord- 
mys: vids pou ef av, éyd onpepov 
yeyévunxa oe: alrnoat map épod, 
Kal 8d0 cot €Ovn, K.T.A., Kal wa- 
Ay Adyes mpos airdy+ Kaov éx Se- 
Ecay pov, x.T.X. 


7: Kal mpds pey rovs dyyéAous A€yes > 
6 rowdy robs dyyéAous abrov mvev- 
para kal rovs Aetroupyovds atrov 
mupos pAdya. 

5: Tive yap elré wore rav ayyéAwy: 
uids pou ef av, éydo onuepoy yeydr- 
ynka oe; 

Ver.13: pds riva d€ raév dyyédov 
elpnxé more> xdOov éx deftav pov, 
K. TA. 

xi, 5: lores "Evoy pereréOy, rov pi) 
ideiy Odvaroy, cal ody etpiaxero (cf. 
Sap. IV. 10: evdpeoros rp beg 
yevdpevos rryannOn, xal (dv perafd 
duapraAvoy pereré6n). 

7: Ilores xpnpariebels Noe rept rav 
pnderw Breropevov, evraBnbels xa- 
reoxevace xiBordy els carnpiay rov 
ofxov avrov: &¢ fis Kxaréxpwe roy 
Kéopov, K. T. A. 

xi. 31: Hiores “Pad8 7 mépvn od ovy- 
aroAero trois dreOnoact, defanevn 
rovs karaoxdrous per’ eipnyns. 


Cf. Eichhorn, III. 471, ff. Bertholdt, VI. 2952, ff. Bleek, p. 411, f. 


Ch. 9: AdBapev ’Evby, &s éy vraxop 
Sixacos evpebels pereréOn, Kal ovx 
e0péOn avrov Gavaros. 


Ib. : N&e mores etipebels da TIS Aet- 
roupylas avrod radtyyeveriay oop 
dxnpvge, xal Sséooce 8: adrod 6 de- 
ondrns Ta eiaeAOdvra éy Spovoig (oa 
els rhy xiBordy. 

Ch. 12: Ad mlorw nat dedrogeviay 
€owOn ‘PaaB, 9 wépyn- 


§ 163 d. 


The theory that Barnabas wrote the Epistle to the He- 
brews is also ancient.* But the allegorical use of the Old 
Testament, in which the Epistle of Barnabas somewhat 
resembles ours, is far less large and spirited. The former 
rests, too, on a different view of the Mosaic law. Barnabas, 
moreover, was not an eloquent speaker (Acts xiv. 12).> 

® Tertull. § 1605, note a. J. Camero, Myrothecium evang. Schmidt, 


Fin). I. 289. Twesten, Vorless. ub. d. Dogm. I. 105. Ullmann, Stud. u. 
Krit. I. 2. 377. 
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» Eichhorn, p. 466, ff. Bertholdt, p. 2946. Bleek, p. 413, ff. Even if 
the Epistle of Barnabas be spurious (Neander, KG. 1. 8. p.1100. Twesten, 
Ullmann, as above; on the contrary, &. Henke, De ep. Barnab. authentia. 
Jen. 1827), there are yet objections enough against Barnabas. Bleek, 
p- 417, ff. 


§ 163. 


Others regard Silas as the author ;* but he seems to have 
dwelt at Jerusalem (Acts xv. 22), and must therefore have 
been better acquainted with the temple there than was the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews.» He probably was 
not versed in Alexandrian learning. All these three charac- 
teristics are found in Apollos, the eloquent Alexandrian 
scholar (Acts xviii. 24, 28). He is, in fact, regarded by sev- 
eral writers as the author of the Epistle. But the personal 
references, in themselves obscure (xiii. 19, 23, f.), find no 
support in the existing accounts of him. Hence the most 
reliable conclusion is that the author is unknown to us. 

@ Mynster, p. 133, ff. Béhme, Praef. p. x]. sqq. Both connect this the- 
ory with that concerning those to whom the Epistle was addressed (§ 162 4). 
Béhme rests it especially on the supposed similarity between its style and 


that of 1 Pet. 
» Bleek, p. 409, f., cf. on the contrary Mynster, in Stud. u. Kr. 1829. 


p. 341, ff. 
© Luther, Werke, Ausg. v. Walch, XII. 1996. Clericus, Heurann, Sem- 
ler, Ziegler, Bleek (p. 423, ff.), Schott, Credner, &c. 


Time and Place of Composition. 


§ 164 a. 


As the temple worship is throughout presupposed (viii. 4, 
ix. 6,7, xiii. 11 -13), the Epistle must have been written be- 
fore its downfall and that of the Jewish state but at a time 
when the “ Hebrews,” their apostolic teachers having died 
(xiii. 7), were in a neglected condition, after the death of 
James the brother of the Lord, and shortly before the break- 
ing out of the Jewish war (between A. D. 65 and 67).> 
That it was written from Rome or Italy, as the subscription 
in several MSS. indicates, far from being implied in xiii. 24, 
is, rather, irreconcilable with that passage.° 
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* Orelli, Selecta patrum capp. III. 4, asserts that the Epistle was not 
written till after the destruction of Jerusalem. 

> Cf. Bleek, I. p. 433, ff. He, with Bertholdt, makes x. 82, xii. 4, refer 
to the persecution under Nero, and connects xiii. 24 with them. There is 
this difficulty, that if James’s death (about A. D.63) had taken place earlier, 
and was yet in such fresh remembrance, xii. 4, xiii. 17, must have had a 
different turn. If xii. 22, f. was written with a reference to Rev. xiv. 1, ff, 
the date of the composition is brought much farther down. 

¢ This is opposed by of do rijs “Iradias. Bleek, p. 281. 


The Original Language. 


§ 164d. 


The theory that the Epistle was originally written in He- 
brew or Aramaic is as old as, at first glance, it is plausible.* 
But a clqser examination brings to light the strongest proof 
of the Greek origin of the Epistle, viz.: 1. the pure, flow- 
ing language; 2. the quotation and use of the Septuagint 
version of the Old Testament, even in its mistakes (x. 5, 
cf. Ps. xl. 7; i. 6, cf. Ps. xevii. 7; ii. 7, cf. Ps. viii. 7; x. 38, 
cf. Hab. ii. 4); 3. plays on ‘words which are possible only 
in Greek (ix. 16, f., v. 8, ix. 10, xi. 35). 

® Clemens Alex. in Euseb. VI. 14. § 160 a, note a. Euseb. III. 38: 
“E8paios yap 8a ris marpiov yAdrryns éyypadas aptAnkéros rod TavaAov, of 
pev rov evayyedtorny Aoukay, of d¢ roy KAnpevra épunvedoat Aéyoucs ry ypa- 
gryv > & nal paddov etn dy ddnOes th rdv duotoy ris ppdcvews xapaxripa Thy Te 
ro KAnpevros émoroAny kal tiv mpds ‘ESpaious drord few, kal rp pn) réppo 
ra éy éxarépots Tots ovyypdppact vonuata KaGeorava:. Hieron. Ep. ad Dar- 
dan. I. § 27, note a. Cod. 81, in the subscription ¢ypadn é8paicri. Hallet, 
De auctore et lingua originali ep. ad Hebr., in Wolf, Cur. philol. Tom. IV. 
and Jac. Peirctt Paraphr. et notae in ep. ad Hebr. latine vertit J. D. Mi- 
chaélis, Hal. 1747. 4to. J. D. Michaélis, Einl. II. 1359, ff. Eki. d. Br. 
an d. Hebr. 2d ed. I. 29, ff. 

> Etchhorn, Ein). Ill. 498, ff. Bertholdt, VI. 2971, ff. Bleek, p. 13, ff. 
Netdel (Semler), Diss. quod graece ep. ad Hebraeos Paulus exaraverit. Hal. 
1761. 4to. 
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CHAPTER XI. 


THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES. 


Clem. Alex. Adumbratt. in ep. 1. Petr. ep. Jud. 1.2. Joh. Opp. ed. Pott. p. 
1006, sqq. — Didymi Alez. Enarratio in ep. Jac. 1 Pet. 1 Joh. in Bibl. max. Patr. 
IV. 320, sqq. Cf. in Liicke, Quaestt. ac vindiciae Didymianae s. Did. Alex. 
enarr. in epp. cath. magnam part. e Graecis scholis restituta. Gott. 1829 —30. 
4to. — Bedae Ven. Expositio in septem can. epp. Opp. ed. Col. Tom. V. — 
Calvin, Comm. in epp. cath. Opp. V. 3, with his Comm. in omn. epp. Paul. 
Genev. 1551. fol. Halle, 1832. — J. J. Grynaeus, Explic. epp. cathol. Bas. 
1543. — B. Aretii Comm. in epp. cath. Morg. 1589. —J. H. ¢Alsted, Ple- 
- jas apostolica, i.e. septem epp. can. notatt. illustr. c. pentateucho. Herb. 
1640. — Conr. Horneji, In septem. epp. cath. expositio litt. Brunsv. 1652- 
54. 2 vols. 4to.— Epistolarum cath. septenarius graece c. nova vers. ac 
scholiis. Op. J.B. Carpzovii. Hal. 1790. — Epistolae cath. graece perpet. 
annotat. illustratae a J. Pott. Vol. I. (1786, 1799) 1816. compl. ep. 
Jac. Vol. II. (1790) 1810. compl. epp. Petri. — Die kath. Briefe neu 
libers. u. mit Excursen u. einl. Abhandl. herausgeg. v. J. Chr. W. Augustt. 
Lemg. 1801-1808. 2 Thle. — Grashof, Uebers. u. Erk]. 1838.— K. R. 
Jachmann, Comm. 1838. — Exeg. Handb. III. 1. 


I. On the Catholic Epistles in general. 
Meaning of their Designation. 
§ 165. 


Since the fourth century, the Epistles in the canon which 
are not Pauline nor ascribed to Paul, and some of which 
(1 John, 1 Peter) previously belonged to the Apostolos, have 
been classed together under the special name of Catholic 
Epistles (ertoroAat xaOodxai). The meaning of this des- 
ignation is doubtful. The explanation given by the later 
ecclesiastical writers, that it is equivalent to emurroNas eyxv- 
xAzot,> does not apply to them all, because two of them 
are private Epistles. It had, however, originally this or a 
similar sense® (general letters of instruction, in contradis- 
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tinction from the Pauline, which were addressed to special 
churches). Following this idiom, Origen seems to call 
1 John, 1 Peter, and the Epistle of Jude catholic.4 This 
designation was subsequently extended to all the non-Pau- 
line Epistles, and was understood to mean, on the one hand, 
Epistles generally current in the Church, and, on the other, 
those universally acknowledged as canonical? 


® Euseb. H. E. II. 23: Totadra nal ra xara roy ‘IdxaBoy, od ) mporn Tay 
dvopalopevay raborrkay émsarodrdy elvas A€yerar. “Ioréov 8¢ os 
voeveras pév’ ov moAXol your ray madaaoy avrns epynpdvevoay, as ovde ris 
Aeyoudyns “Iovda, puas cal avrys tray émra Aeyopevay xaborAtkav. 
“Opes dé topev xal tavras perd Tov Aouray év mAcioras Sednpooseupévas éx- 
rAnoias. Cyril. Hierosol. catech. IV. 36. p. 69. Iambi ad Seleuc. p. 195. 
See Part I. § 26, notea. Jerome, Ad Paulin. de studio script. Tom. I. 2. 
p. 280. ed. Vallars.: Jacobus, Petrus, Joannes, Judas Apostoli septem epi- 
stolas ediderunt, etc. 

> Oecumen. Prolegg. in ep. Jac.: Ka@oAseal A€yovras atrat, olovel éyxv- 
KALot. Ov yap dhopiopévas Cover évt ) mdrEL, ws 6 Oeios TladAos rots ‘Popai- 
ots  Kopwhios mpoopwret ravras ras émorodds 6 réy roovrey Tov Kupiou 
pabnrav Oiacos, dAAd xabddov rois miorois, fros lovdalots trois év ry Stacrropa, 
@s xal d Iérpos, f) xal maou rois trd ri airy nicrw xpioriavois reAovow. 
Leontius, De sectis, c. 2: Kadodsxal dé exrAnOncay, éreddy od mpos éy ZOvos 
éypddycay, ws al rod TlavAov, dAAd xa@ddou mpis mdvra. Cf. Suscer, Thes. 
eccl. s. v. eadodixds. 

© Clemens Alex. Strom. IV. 512: xara riy emorodny thy cadodixny roy 
GroardAwv déravrov (Act. xv.). (Eichhorn, Ein]. III. p. 557, needlessly 
assumes here the meaning, composed by the Apostles as a body.) Origen, 
Cont. Cels. I. 63: yéypamra: 5 ev rj BapydBa xaOodixy émirroAg. Apollon. in 
Euseb. H. E. V. 18, of Themison, a Montanist: .... érdApnoe pspovpevos roy 
’AnrdaroAoy, KaGoAtKny Tiva cuvragdpuevos émirroAny, karnxeiy yey TOUS Tuewov 
avrov memoteuxéras. (Eichhorn here erroneously adopts the meaning, to 
advance the catholic faith.) In this meaning the designation does not once 
occur with certainty in Euseb. IV. 23: Kal mpordy ye rept Atovucion da- 
réov: Ors re THs €v KoplvOm mapoixias rov ris émoxomys éyxexelptoro Opdvoy, 
Kal ds ris évOeou didcrrovias ov pdvoy rois tn’ airdy, GAN’ fn Kal rots émi 
ris GdAosamas dhOdvas exorvdves, xpyotporaroy dracty éav- 
roy xaOtords, ev als brmerumotvro xaboXscats mpds Tas EexKAn- 
alas émorodais. These Epistles were only in part circular letters, but 
having a general aim outside of the Corinthian community, they came into 
more general Church use. 

4 Comment. in Matth. Tom. XVIJ. III. 797: .... mpdoyes ef duvacae 
rd dd ris "Iodvvov xabodixis émarodis ovres €xov, dyanntoi, viv Téxva Geov 
éopev, x. t. A. (1 John iii. 2), ray rpdwov roirov dxAaBeiv. Comment. in 
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Joh. Tom. IJ. Vol. IV. p. 76: .... €y 8€ rj xaBoXtrky avrov "lodyyou ém- 
oroAy Aeyerat. Ib. VI. 135: .... mapa r@ Leérp@ év rH xaOodixy émorrodj. 


Comment. in ep. ad Rom. ib. p. 549: Judas Apostolus in epistola catholica 
dicit. There is here no ground for assuming, with Bertholdt, I. 224, that 
1 John and 1 Peter were called catholic in contrast with the other Epistles 
of these Apostles, which had a special aim (this, however, is not the case 
with 2 Peter). The First Epistle of Peter is indeed addressed to special 
churches, but to several, and is thus a circular Epistle. Eichhorn understands 
the meaning here as generally acknowledged as apostolic, and thinks Origen 
designated these Epistles thus because he considered them genuine. ‘This 
derives a seeming support from Origen. in Euseb. H. E. VI. 25: .... dp 
(Mdpxov) xat vidy év ry kadoXtky emcoroAg Sta rovrav apodéynoe pa- 
oxwy,.... Idrpos b€.... piay EmsoroAny dporoyoupevyny KaradeAot- 
qev. But the first time Origen is not thinking of the genuineness of the 
Epistle, and he has by no means regarded the Epistle of Jude as generally 
accepted (see } 1843, note b). Dionysius also, in Euseb. VII. 25, can hardly 
be said to contrast émioroAn Kaodexn with én. depopemn, as Eichhorn thinks : 
Ov piv padios dy cuvbeipny rovroy eivat tov dmdoroAoy, Tov vidy ZeBe- 
8aiov, tov adeAdoy IaxdBov* of ré evayyéAtoy rd Kara “lodyny érvyeypappe- 
vov, Kal 7 émtoToAn 7 KaOoduxy.....‘O pev yap evayyedtor?s ovdapod Td 
dvoua avrov mapeyypapet, ovdé xnpvooe éavrdy, odte dia Tov evayyeXiov, 
obre da ris emcoroAys. .... "AAN’ ovde ev rH Sevrépa hepopevy "lwdvvov Kat 
Tpitn, kairor Bpaxeiats otoats emtcroXais, 6 lwdyyns ovopactt mpdxesrat’ aAAd 
dyovipws 6 mpeaBurepos yeypamra. Euseb. III. 22, also calls 1 John ryy 
bepopéemmy *Iwdvvov mporépay. In Fused. IIT. 3, xaBodcxds occurs in the 
meaning of universally used in the Church: Wérpov pev oty émorody) pia 7 
Aeyouévn avopoddynrat. .... Thy Sé hepoperny adrov Sevrépay ovr évdidOnxov 
pev elvat raperAnpapev: Suws 8 roAdois xpjotpos haveioa, pera t&y dAdov 
éorrovdaabn ypapay .... 7d Te Aeydpevoy avrov Knpvypa Kal THY KaAoupEemny 
droxdAvyty 008’ ddws ev kaPoXtKots oper rapadedopeva. It cannot mean 
recognized as genuine, for he has just mentioned the doubts against 2 Peter. 
Cf. also II. 23, note a. 

* So Cassiodorus calls them, Institut. divin. litt. c. 8, epistolas canonicas. 
According to Liicke, in Stud. u. Krit. 1836. p. 650, canonical here, as else- 
where, refers to the Church as a whole. — The opinion of Ndsselt (Conjectt. ad 
hist. cath. Jac. ep., Opusce. IJ. 308, ff.) and Ziegler (Progr. Rost. 1807. 4to), 
that catholic is equivalent to canonical, and that of Salmeron, Tirinus, Corn. 
a Lapide, Schmidt (Ein\. IT. 297), according to which it must mean for the 
preservation and advancement of the orthodox catholic doctrine, are accord- 
ingly to a certain degree justified for subsequent times; Hug’s opinion 
(Einl. If. 500), on the contrary, that the Catholic Epistles are in contrast with 
the Pauline, and Pott’s explanation (given in the second edition of his Epp. 
cathol. fasc. 1, but abandoned in the third edition) by ai Xotrat émioroAat xa- 
Oddov, reliquarum epistolarum (sc. non Paulinarum) summa sive universitas, 
are not sustained by the Church idiom. The right view is given by Credner, 
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§ 209. Neudecker, p.647, ff. Kuster, in Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1831. p. 
586, ff. 


Characteristics of these Epistles. Their Later Use in the Church. 


§ 166. 


They all belong to a different school from the Pauline. 
The Epistle of James stands in opposition to it; the Epis- 
tles of Peter take a middle ground; those of John assume a 
similar free stand-point, but not the polemic one of the 
Apostle Paul. We may, therefore, call them catholic in the 
sense of their having the catholic tendency of the post- 
Apostolic Church.* It is a peculiarity that they all, except- 
ing the Second and Third Epistles of John, want the 
genuine epistolary character, and originate in no special 
relation of the writers to their readers. Perhaps they are 
imitations of the Epistles of Paul. Hence it comes that 
their historical relations are so obscure and uncertain. 
Some of them came late into Church use, and were there- 
fore less often copied. In the MSS. they are placed after 
the Book of Acts. 


« Kern, Der Br. Jac. etc. p. 3. 


II. Epistle of James. 


Althamer, Comm. Argent. 1527. — Brochmand, Comm. Havn. 1641. 
4to. — G. Benson, Paraphr. et notae philol. lat. vertit et suas ubique ob- 
servatt. addidit J. D. Michaélis. Hal. 1747. 4to. — Baumgarten, Ausl. 
Halle, 1750. 4to.— Herder, Briefe zweener Briider Jesu (Jac. u. Judas) 
in unserm Kanon. Lemg. 1775. —S. F.N. Mori Praelectt. in Jac. et 
Petri epp. Ed. Donat. Lips. 1793.— Uebers. u. Erl. v. Chr. G. Hensler, 
Hamb. 1801. — Storr, In ep. Jacobi diss. exeget. Opusc. Vol. II. — Ep. 
S. Jacobi et Petri 1. cum vers. germ. et comm. lat. Ed. J. J. Hottinger. 
Lips. 1815. — J. Schulthess, Comm. copiosiss. Turic. 1823. — Uebers. u. 
Erkl. v. A. R. Gebser. Berl. 1828.— Matth. Schneckenburger, Annotatt. 
Stuttg. 1838.— C. G. Guil. Theile, Comm. Lips. 1833. — Kern, Unters. 
u. Erkl. Ttib. 1838. 
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The Author. 


§ 167 a. 


The author of this first of the Catholic Epistles (Euseb. 
H. E. IT. 23) calls himself James, servant of God and of 
Jesus Christ (i.1). But what James is meant, is a difficult 
question to answer. 

He cannot be James the elder, son of Zebedee, brother of 
John the Evangelist, for he was early put to death (Acts 
xii. 1, 2), and the chronological indications in the Epistle 
(§ 168 5) require a later composition.» On the other hand, 
the question arises, what relation James the younger, 80 
called (Mark xv. 40), son of Alpheus, one of the Apostles 
(Matt. x. 3, Mark iii. 18, Luke vi. 15, Acts i. 13), and James 
the “brother of the Lord” (Gal. i. 19, Joseph. Antt. XX. 
9.1), who enjoyed high consideration in the church at Jeru- 
salem (Gal. ii. 9, cf. Acts xii. 17, xv. 13, xxi. 18, ff.) till he 
suffered martyrdom, after the death of the Procurator Fes- 
tus,” bear to each other and to the author of our Epistle. 
The following theories are possible, and have found their 
supporters in ancient and in modern times. 


* Notwithstanding, the subscription of an old Latin version in Martianay, 
and of the Peshito in the edition of Widmanstadt and Trost, ascribe the 
Epistle to him. Bertholdt, VI. 2996, f. 

b Joseph. 1. c.: .... 6 “Avavos vopioas éxew xatpdy émirndecov dia rd 
reOvavas pev Piorov, AdBivoy 8é ert xara rH dddv tmdpxew, xabifer ovve- 
Sptov xptra@y > xal mapayayov els aird riv ddeAdy "Incod rov Aeyouevov 
Xptorod, ‘IdxwBos dvopa aire, cal ras érépous, os tapavopnodyrwy Karryo- 
play rroinodpevos, mapédwxe AcveOnoopevovs. (Doubts regarding the genu- 
ineness of this account in Cleric, Ars. crit. p. 223. Lardner, Suppl. III. c. 
16. Credner, p. 581; on the contrary, Neudeck. p.655.) Hegesipp. in 
Euseb. H. E. II. 23: Aradéxeras ri éxxAnciav pera toy droordéArov 6 
adedqds rod xupiou "IdxwBos, 6 dvopacbels ind mdvrov Sixatos. ..... Oo- 
ros 5é éx xothias pyrpds avrod Gytos fv. Oivoy nat cixepa ovx émev..... 
Ata yé roe tiv trepBodrny trys Stxavootvns avrov éxadeiro Aixatos kai 


"OBrLas. ...."Eornoay ovv of .... ypappareis nal Dapicaion roy "Idxw- 
Bov éxt rd mrepuycoy tov vaov. .... "AvaSdvres oty xaréBadoy roy Sixaoy 


...- Kab Ap£avro AcOalew avrdy, x.7.X. 
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§ 167 b. 


1. The theory that presents itself first and most naturally 
is, that these two Jameses are different persons, of whom the 
so-called “brother of the Lord’’ was an own brother, or at 
least half-brother, of Jesus. For adeAdos is (especially in 
Josephus, § 167 a, note 6) most naturally taken in its proper 
sense,» and Jesus’s brothers are mentioned in connection 
with his mother (Matt xiii. 55 [cf. wpwroroxos, i. 25], Mark 
vi. 3, John ii. 12), as unbelieving (John vii. 3, ff.), and are 
also subsequently distinguished from the Apostles (Acts i. 
14; on the other hand, such a distinction is not necessary 
in 1 Cor. ix. 5).° 


* Stress has erroneously heen laid (Kern, Comm. Einl. p. 18, ff.) on the ad- 
dition 6 Aeydpevos, b AexGeis, in Husedb, H. E. I. 4, IV. 5, Clem. Homil. XI. 
35, as favoring the improper meaning. Another passage, adduced in support 
of the improper meaning, proves the contrary. Hegesipp. in Huseb. IV. 22: 
Kal pera rd paprupicat IdewBoy r. Sixasoy, as cal b xvpios émt rp avr@ dd- 
ye, wad 6 éx rod Oelov adrod Supedy 6 rod KAora xadiorara: énicxoros - 
by mpoebevro mavres Svra dvéyrioy rod xuplov Sevrepov. It is correct to refer 
tT. Belov avrov to é xipus (cf. Hegesipp. in Euseb. III. 32: 5 éx rod Gelov r. 
xupiov 6 mpoeipnyévos Supedy vids KAwna,— incorrect, with Credner, to 
James), and to explain the last clause also thus: whom they all preferred, as 
the second cousin of the Lord (8ebrepoy cannot refer to the verb) ; but that 
the reference of this 8evrepoy to James the brother of the Lord is correct, 
so as to make him the first cousin of the Lord, I doubt. It probably refers 
to James, Alpheus’s son. (Neand.) It is certain that, according to Hege- 
sippus, James the brother of the Lord could not be the son of Cleopas (Al- 
pheus) ; for otherwise this Simeon would be his brother, and this consan- 
guinity should have been assigned as the ground of his being chosen, or at 
Jeast should have been mentioned. 

» There is no doubt that these, if not own brothers, were at least step- 
brothers of Jesus. Fritzsche, Exeg. Hdb. z. Matth. on the passage. Tho- 
luck, on Joh. ii. 12. C.F. W. Clemen, Die Briider Jesu, in Winer’s Zeitschr. 
f. wissensch. Theol. IIT. 329, ff. 

¢ Several Church Fathers regard the above-mentioned James as a half- 
brother of Jesus. used. IT. 1: Tére djra nal *ldxwBoy roy rod xuplou Aeyd- 
pevov adedgdy, Gre 31 xa otros rod "lwojp dvdpacro mais' rod 8€ Xpicrow 
rarip 6 Iaonp, @ pynorevbeica 7 mapOevos, mpl } cuvedOeiv abrovs, eipéOn 
€y yaorpi €xovca éx mvevparos dyiov, ws 7 iepd rav EvayyeXloy duddone 
ypadn * tovrov 3) ovv abrdv “IdewBov, dv cat Aixatoy érixAny of rddat 80 dpe- 
tis dxddouy mporepnuara, mporoy loropovas ris év ‘lepocoAvpots éxxAnolas roy 
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ris émioxomns éxxetpraOjva: Opdvov. Origen, in Matth. Tom. X. III. 462: 
.... Tous adeAhovs “Ingod daci ries ex mapaddcews Sppdpevor rov emvye- 
ypappévou xara Ilérpoy evayyediov i) ris BiBdov *laxBov (Protev. Jacobi in 
Fabric. Apocr. N. T. 1. 66, sqq.?), viods lwond éx mporépas yuvatkds, ovy@- 
xnxvias aur@ mpd tis Mapias.... . "laxwBos 8€ éorey otros Sy Aéyes TlavAos 
ideiy év rj wpds Taddras éemorody. Cf. Epiphan. Haeres. XXIX. 3. p. 119, 
LXXVIII. 7. p. 1039. Gregor. Nyss. Orat. II. de Christi resurrect. The 
expression ddeA@ds Kata odpxa rou Xpiorov (Constitutt. apost. VIII. 35. 
Hegesipp. in Euseb. H. E. III. 20) does not mean own brother (against Neu- 
deck. and others) : the xara odpxa forms only the contrast to the heavenly 
origin of Jesus. Theophylact, ad Gal. i. 19, differs somewhat: KAomnas xat 
"loonp adeAdoi: rov KAona aratdos reXevrycavros, 6 "laond é£aveorncey 
avra@ oméppa, Kal Erexe trovrov (IdxwBov) xal rovs dAdXovs adeAqous, x. rT. d. 
Cf. Jerome, De vir. ill. c. 2. §167c, notea. James, brother of the Lord, is 
regarded as an own brother, and different from James, son of Alpheus, by 
Grot., Hammond, ad ep. Jac., Rich. Sim. Hist. crit. du texte du N. T. ch. 
XVII., Herder, Briefe zweener Bruder J. p. 12, Fritzsche, ad Matth. xiii. 
55. Kern, Br. Jac. p. 28: Jachmann, Kathol. Brr.; Neand. AG. IT. 555. 
Clemen, as above, Mayerhoff, Einl. in d. petr. Schr. p. 43, ff, Credner ; 
Schaf, Das Verhaltn. d. Jac. Br. d. H. zu Jac. Alph. 1842. A. H. Blom, 
De rois d3. x. rais ad. r. xup. L. B. 1839 (cf. St. u. Kr. 1842. p. 71,f.); also 
by Schott, Neudecker, excepting that they inconsistently confound the brother 
of the Lord in Paul with the son of Alpheus. 


§ 167 c. 


2. The second theory, that the brother of the Lord is one 
and the same with the son of Alpheus, and is called 
brother of the Lord because he was his cousin, according 
to the common view, based on John xix. 25, Mark xv. 40, 
son of Mary,” the sister of Jesus’s mother and wife of Al- 
pheeus, or, more correctly, son of Jesus’s uncle Alpheus,’ is 
favored by the law of historic frugality, and by the fact that 
in Acts only two of the name of James are found, and that 
he who was influential in Jerusalem after the death of the 
son of Zebedee is never distinguished from the son of Al- 
pheus, nor reckoned among the brothers of the Lord men- 
tioned in i. 14, while, on the contrary, in Gal. i. 19 (accord- 
ing to the simplest, though, it must be admitted, not the 
only possible explanation) he is reckoned among the Apos- 
tles. The objections, however, preponderate; namely, that 
in Hegesippus and other church writers James, brother of 
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the Lord, is rather distinguished from than reckoned among 
the Apostles, and that James the son of Alpheus appears 
in no list of the Apostles as brother of the Lord. 


® Clem. Alex. in Euseb. I. 1: Avo 8€ yeydvaow "IdxoBor> efs 5 Sinatos 6 
kara Tov mrepvyiou BAnbels xal td xvahews mAnyels els Odvarov Erepos Sé 
6 xaparopnbeis. 

= Hieron. ad Matth. xii.: Quidam fratres Domini de alia uxore Josephi 
filios suspicantur, sequentes deliramenta apocryphorum et a quodam Hscha 
muliercula confingentes. Nos autem, sicut in libro, quem contra Helvidium 
scripsimus, continetur, fratres Domini non filios Josephi, sed consobrinos sal- 
vatoris, Mariae liberos, intelligimus, materterae Domini, quae etiam dicitur 
mater Jacobi minoris et Josephi et Judae. De viris ill. c. 2: Jacobus, qui 
appellatur frater Domini cognomento Justus, ut nonnulli existimant, Joseph 
ex alia uxore, ut autem mihi videtur, Mariae sororis matris Domini, cujus 
Joannes in libro suo meminit, filtus, etc. Theodoret, ad Gal. i. 19: ’Aded- 
dos rod kuplov éxadeiro peév, ove fv 8é hice: obre pny, ds rives SreAndact, 
Tov "Iaajd vids ériyyavey dy, éx mporépav yduow yevdpevos, GAAd rod KAwra 
pev hy vids, rod S€ xuplov dveyids* pyrépa yap elye ri ddeAdiy ris Tov xv- 
plov pnyrépos. Chrysost. ad h. 1. Natal. Alex. Hist. eccl. sec. I. c. 8. 
Baron. Annal. p. 21, 322. Calov. Bibl. illustr. IV. 1390. Budd. Isag. 
hist. theol., Lardner, Credibil., Pritius, Introd., Carpzov, Baumgarten, 
Semler, Rosenmiiller, Pott, Augusti, Schneckenb., Theile, in their Comm., 
Storr, Opuse. acad. II. 1,sqq. Gabler, De Jacobo epistolae eidem adscriptae 
autore. Alt. 1787. Hdnlein, Hug, Eichhorn, Bertholdt, Guerike, in their 
Hinleitt. 

» In the passage in John, the commonly assumed apposition between 7 
adedd. r. pytpds avrod and Mapia 7 rod KAoma is incorrect, and the latter 
to be regarded as a third person. See Wieseler, in Stud. u. Kr. 1840. 
p- 648, ff According to Hegesipp. in Euseb. III. 11, the above-given rela- 
tion of consanguinity existed. 

° Hegesipp. in Eused. II. 23 (see § 167 a, note b). Note: perd (more cor- 
rectly mapa) rav droorédoy (one expects r. Aowrdy droor.), 5 dvopacbels 
Ud mdvrov dixaios dd Tey Tod Kupiov xpdvewv péxpt Kal Hpdy: ered rodXor 
"IdxwBot éxadovvro. Euseb. ad Jes. xvii. 5, sq. (Montfauc. Coll. n. patr. 
II. 422): .... 8éea nal réooapas roijoe rovs mdvras (droagrdAous), dv 80- 
Sexa pév rovs mpwrovs dmocrdédous elas dy elvat, ode éAdrrw Se adrady rip 
dperjy TadAov ....xal tov "IdxwBov yeyovéva, rv ddedddy rod xv- 
plou, bs mparos érloxomos rijs ‘leporodvpov exxAnoias tn’ avrov Karagrjvat 
Tov caripos uynpovevera. H.E. VII. 19: .... IlaxdbBou.... rot mpdrov 
Tis ‘lepowoAvpav éxkAnoias THY émioKomy mpds adlrov Tov owrijpos K. rdv 
droordhov trodefapévov, dy nal ddeAgdv rod Xpiorod of Oeios Adyou mepie- 
xovory. In the pseudo-Clementine writings he is always mentioned simply 
as brother of the Lord, not as an Apostle; and in the Apost. Constitutions 
he is expressly discriminated from the Apostles. II. 55: ‘Hyeis.... udp- 
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Tupes tis mapoveias ab’rob ovv “laxéBq rp tov Kupiov adedde. VI. 12: 
~ os. mpets of Bd8exa cuvehOdvres eis ‘IepovoaAnp .... emecxentopeba dpa 
"IaxdBo ré rod «upiov adedp@. In VI. 14 he is placed, together with Paul, 
after the twelve, among whom James the son of Alpheus is expressly men- 
tioned. Cf. Vil. 46, VIII. 35, 46. Clem. Alez., on the contrary, reckons 
him among the Apostles, Huseb. II. 1: "IaxaBy rep Sxaio x. "lwdyvy x. Ie- 
Tp® pera THY dydoTacw Tapédoxe THY yvaow 6 KUptos. Odros Tots Aowrois 
drroordXots trapésaxey, x-t.- In the narrative of the Gospel to the He- 
brews, in Hieron. De viris ill. c. 2 (§ 65, note 5), it is assumed that this 
James was present at the establishment of the Lord’s Supper. 


§ 167 d. 


A third and intermediate theory,® that James the brother 
of the Lord was another than James the son of Alpheus, 
but the latter only head of the church at Jerusalem, has 
the advantage of being in entire harmony with the Book of 
Acts. It is, however, contradicted by tradition, does not 
agree well with Gal. i. 19, ii. 9,12, and receives but a weak 
support from the argument that only an Apostle could have 
held that position. 


* Wieseler, in Stud. u. Kr. 1842. p. 79, ff. Stier, Andeutungen, I. 412, 
ff. Cf. Win. RWB. Art. Jacobus. 


§ 167 e. 


We prefer the first theory, and think it not improbable 
that, of the brothers of the Lord, who had from the first 
been unbelievers, but were convinced by his resurrection, one 
should attain high distinction among the Jewish Christians, 
partly on account of his personal character, partly through 
his relationship to Jesus; while James the son of Alpheus, 
like so many others of the twelve, remained in obscurity. 
That the author of Acts has confounded the former with 
the latter, or omitted expressly to discriminate him from the 
other, is one of the many objections which may be urged 
against his trustworthiness (§ 115 e).* 

* Winer attaches too great importance to the difficulty of bringing Acts 
into harmony with the above theory, and can therefore arrive at no decided 
result. 
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§ 167 f. 


Our Epistle has been ascribed, although not with universal 
consent, to James the brother of the Lord.* An Epistle ad- 
dressed to Jewish Christians, and proceeding from their own 
circle, could hardly be looked for from another than this 
head of the mother church at Jerusalem. The predicate 
Oeod Kat xupiov ‘Incod Xpiorov Sovdos, which he applies to 
himself, is also applicable to an Apostle (cf. Rom. i. 1, Phil. 
i. 1), though much more to one who did not belong to ‘the 
twelve. 

® Euseb, H. E. II. 23, see § 165, note a. For, according to the context, 
the James there mentioned is the brother of the Lord. Hieron. De vir. ill. 
ce. 2: Jacobus, qui appellatur frater Domini, cognomento Justus, .... unam 
tantum scripsit epistolam, quae de septem catholicis est, quae et ipsa ab alio 


quodam sub nomine ejus edita asseritur, licet paulatim tempore procedente 
obtinuerit auctoritatem. Cf. § 169. 


Destination, Object, and Contents. 
§ 168 a. 


According to the easily misunderstood ascription i. 1, 
the Epistle is addressed to all Jewish Christians out of Pal- 
estine. But it speaks to them as if they had formed them- 
selves into separate churches, were in a peculiar position, 
and were suffering from certain errors (ii. 1-7, iii. 1, 13, f, 
iv. 1, ff,, 13, ff, v.14). Hence some have thought it neces- 
sary to limit the circle of readers.o But out of Palestine 
there were few or no purely Jewish Christian churches. A 
correct interpretation of the ascription,’ and a proper appre- 
hension of the whole Epistle, show it to be addressed to all 
the Christians outside of Palestine, and intended to rebuke 
the faults of their condition as Christians, as these were 
manifested to the author in silent contrast with the simple, 
uncorrupted state of the mother church. These faults con- 
sisted especially in a growing worldliness through riches and 
luxury (il. 1-7, iv. 1—v. 6), in a quarrelsome disposition (i. 
19, ff, ili, 1-18), and in over-estimating faith in comparison 
with works (ii. 14-25).! | 

‘42 
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@ Literally, ‘‘ to the twelve tribes which are scattered abroad,’’ without 
mention of their Christian faith. Lardner, Supplements, XVII. § 3, under- 
stands it to mean unconverted Jews. Theile, Prolegg. p. 49, Credner, 
p- 595, following Heisen (Novae hypotheses interpretandae felicius ep. Jac. 
Brem. 1739. 4to), Wolf, Hug, &c., Jews generally, whether converted or 
unconverted, especially the former, — truly an absurdity ! 

» Noésselt, Conject. ad histor. catholicae Jac. epist. (Opusc. IT. 314), sup- 
posed that the Epistle was destined for the Christian church at Antioch (cf. 
Acts xi. 19: ....0f pév ody Stacmapévres amd trys Odipews, x. T. A.) ; 
Eichhorn, III. 585, for the Jewish Christians in pagan lands whom Paul 
and Barnabas had converted (Acts xiii., xiv.). Schneckenburger, Beitr. 
p- 211, thinks the churches whom James addressed, and which, according 
to p. 204, consisted solely of Jewish Christians, and still adhered entirely to 
the Jewish synagogue system, were in Syria and Asia Minor. Who 
founded them? Only Paul and Barnabas had taught there. But accord- ” 
ing to Acts xiii. 46, xiv. 1, 27, §§ 128, 148, Paul founded only mixed or 
wholly Gentile-Christian churches. A similar view in’ Neander, Pflanz. 
Il. 575, f. 

© al Sddexa hudai = 1d dwdexdgudroy (Acts xxvi. 7) is the "IopayA 7. Geov 
(Gal. vi. 16), i.e. Christendom. So Maudert in Wolf., Kern, Koster, in 
Stud. u. Krit. 1831, p. 581, ff. 

4 The proper mode of understanding the Epistle was, in general, first 
shown by Kern, Charakter u. Ursprung des Br. Jac., in Ttib. Ztschr. 1835. 
II., whom Schwegler (Nachap. Zeitalt. I. 413, ff.) follows. Schwegler aban- 
dons this in his Comm. — The opposition to Paul’s doctrine of justification 
is not admitted by Knapp, Scripta var. arg. II. 413, sqq., Neander, KI. 
Geleg. Schr. p. 103, ff., Pflanz. II. 564, ff., Gebser, Schneckenburger, Theile, 
Frommann, in Stud. u. Krit. 1833. p. 84, ff. According to Neander, James 
opposes the tendency of the Jewish mind to mistake in regard to the 
life of religion which has its root in the heart, and to insist always upon 
the mere dead form, the appearance instead of the essence, that tendency 
which set a dead proud Scripture knowledge in the place of a genuine wis- 
dom inseparable from a holy life, and, moreover, neglected that reverence 
towards God which shows itself in works of love, &c. According to 
Schneckenburger (Annotatt. p. 128), James writes against the merely theo- 
retical riorts, which was a Jewish error; but he forgets that this could not 
so directly pass over into Christianity, but must first gain a certain relation 
to Christ. So Thiersch, Standp. d. Krit. p. 257, f. All who deny the op- 
position overlook the peculiarly Pauline notion of justification. Luther saw 
more correctly on this subject. Cf. my remarks in Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 
1830. p. 348, ff. Kern, in Tub. Ztschr. 1835. II. 39, ff. 
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§ 168 d. 


The contents are without plan or arrangement.". The 
discourse passes from one theme (sometimes only briefly 
handled) to another,” and, as it were, accidentally arrives at 
what seems its chief object (i. 19, ii. 1, iv. 1, v. 1). 

* Rauch, in Winer's Krit. Journ. VI. 281, ff, tries to show a strict con- 
nection, but rejects, on this account, as spurious, v. 12-20. Against this, 
Hagenbach, ib. VI. 395, ff. Schneckenburger, Ttib. Ztschr. III. 47, ff. 

» By the greeting xaipew is occasioned the exhortation to accept tempta- 
tions joyfully, to endure them steadfastly and strive after Christian perfection, 
to implore for this end wisdom from above, to find through a higher con- 
sciousness joy in suffering, and so gain therefrom the prize of steadfastness, 
but in case of temptation not to blame God, but their own evil passions ; for 
God is the giver of all good gifts, even of the new birth through the word 
of truth, i. 2-18, This last thought suggests the injunction to make the 
word of God ever more and more their own, and not merely to hear it ; also 
not to be in haste to become teachers, but to practise it, i. 19-27. (One 
neglect, nay, violation of God’s law, among others, is the partiality towards 
the rich and against the poor.) Rebuke of this as a violation of the Jaw 
of love, exhortation to a proper observance of the same, ii. 1-13. (As 
faith cannot exist without love, neither can it without works.) Confuta- 
tion of those (Paulinians) who profess to have faith without being beneficent, 
and think to be justified through their faith, ii. 14-26. Resumption and 
continuation of the warning touched in 1. 19-26, against pressing forward 
to the position of teacher and against the accompanying misuse of the 
tongue: they must show their wisdom by mildness, not by contentious- 
ness, iii. 1-18. Rebuke of evil desires, as the source of other kinds of 
disturbances also, iv. 1-3. Warning and exhortation to repentance to the 
worldly-minded and sinners, iv. 4-10. Against the spirit of calumny and 
detraction, iv. 11, f. Against impious confidence in worldly undertakings, 
iv. 13-17. In continuation of iv. 4, 13, ff., a threat against the rich 
(among the Christians), v.1-6. Comforting exhortation to suffering Chris- 
tians to patience until the return of the Lord, v. 7-11. Out of all connec- 
tion, a warning against oaths, v.12. Recommendation to prayer in the 
various circumstances of life, v.13-18. How important and blessed it is 
to lead back a brother from the error of his ways, v. 19, f. 


Date of Composition. 


§ 168 c. 


With its prevailing indefiniteness, the Epistle lacks reli- 
able marks for determining its date. The reference to the 
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name of Christians points to a period after Acts xi. 26. 
All the Christian churches had overseers (v. 14); but the 
pastoral arrangement here assumed may belong to a later 
period. The Christians likewise held church-meetings from 
the very beginning; but here (ii. 2, ff.) their external accom- 
modations seem to betray a later date.” It is not unlikely 
that the author had read the Epistles to the Galatians, Ro- 
mans, and Hebrews,° and borrowed from Paul ideas and 
formulas ;4 but it is certain that the opposition to Paul’s 
doctrine of justification — which no longer, as in Acts xv., 
Gal. iii. ff, turned on the observance of the Mosaic law (to 
which the author pays no regard, he knows only the 
vouos edevOepias, ii, 12) — presupposes a later development 
of Jewish-Christian views. Notwithstanding, the Epistle 
was written at a time when the hope of Christ’s return was 
still fresh (v. 7, f.), and before the First Epistle of Clement 
was written (§ 169 b, note bd). 


® Kern, Tiib. Ztschr. p. 105, and Comm. on the passage, shows that the 
author is speaking of such an arrangement of offices, and not of the exer- 
cise of the ydpiopa lapdrov. 

b Schneckenburger (Beitr. p. 204) and Kern (Comm. p. 63) are in error 
in finding in ii. 2 a still existing agreement between Jews and Christians in 
visiting the synagogue. The rich and the poor are in ii. 2,f., as in i. 9, f., 
Christians. But that they had so far fallen away from the first Christian 
brotherly love, that the rich sought to distinguish themselves, and to be dis- 
tinguished by the servants or overseers of the church, by having better 
seats assigned them, supposes a somewhat later time. Cf. 1 Cor. xi. 21. 

e Cf. ii. 21 with Gal. iii. 6, Rom. iv. 3; i. 3 with Rom. v. 3; iv. 1 with 
Rom. vi. 13, vii. 23; iv.4 with Rom. vili. 7; iv. 12 with Rom. xiv. 4. 
Mynster, KI. theo]. Schr. p. 103, f. Storr, Opuscce. II.376. Hug, IT. 515, ff. 
On the other side, Rauch, as above, p. 257, ff. It is most probable that ii. 
25 refers to Heb. xi. 31; for that the example of Rahab was used by Paul 
and his disciples in their spoken discourses (Bleek, Hinl. in d. Br. an d. 
Hebr. p. 89) is hard to believe. 

4 Sixasodabas mioret, éx m., Ex vdpov — EAevOepia — axpoaTns, monTHs, Tra- 
paBdrns Tou vépou — rede troy vépov —Kapros rhs Sixatoovvns — peAn — 
mapadoyiferbas — éAdKAnpos — py wAavacbe — aA’ épet ris. Schott, Isag. 
§ 91, note 20. 

© Schneckenburger, on the contrary, makes it the earliest work in the New 
Testament, on the following grounds: 1. ‘‘All the Jewish ideas appear as 
preparatory to the Christian, not, as was the case soon after, as corruptions 
of the same,”’ p. 203 (see § 1684, noted). 2. ‘‘As regards the position 
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of the Church, no complete separation from the Jews appears (see note 5) ; 
the Jewish synagogue system still exists, even to the name, which was sub- 
sequently abandoned ”’ (i. e. is not found in Luke and Paul, though it might 
subsequently become common, ef. Heb. x. 25). ‘* No order of teachers, 
but each could make himself a teacher ’’ (as everywhere, cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 26, 
1 Tim.ii. 12). ‘No bishop, an official who in the Ignatian Epistles ” (far 
later) ‘‘ makes so conspicuous a figure.” 3. The (uncertain, however) use 
of the Epistle in 1 Peter, whose genuineness is itself doubtful, and in the 
First Epistle of Clement of Rome. 4. Since no trace of division between 
the Jewish and the Gentile Christians appears (which is also entirely incor- 
rect), the Epistle was written before Acts xv. p. 210. 
There is also no trace of the destruction of Jerusalem. 


Genuineness and Church Acceptance. 


§ 169 a. 


It is very doubtful whether the dogmatico-polemic stand- 
point accords with the authorship of James the brother of the 
Lord. The ornate Greek style of the writing seems also to 
indicate an author under the influence of Greek culture.* 
It must, however, be acknowledged, that the Epistle con- 
trasts advantageously with the productions of post-apostolic 
literature, and must not be (with Schwegiler) unduly depre- 
ciated. 

* Kern, in the above-mentioned treatise, considers the Epistle a post- 
apostolic work, and states in favor of his view (p. 86, ff.) the following 
additional grounds: 1. That the essential fundamental doctrines of Chris- 
tianity, such as the death of Jesus, the redemption and reconciliation, and 
the Holy Spirit, retire into the background, as in the Clementine Homilies. 
2. Its familiarity with the Apocryphal books of the Old Testament, espe- 
cially the Book of Wisdom and of the son of Sirach (the proofs in Theile, 
Prolegg. p. 46, sqq.), which first appeared in Christian writings after 
the time of the Apostolic Fathers. 3. Ch. v. 12 agrees with the text of the 
Gospel of the Hebrews, which the Clementine Homilies also use. In his 
Commentaries, on the other hand, he asserts its composition by James the 
brother of the Lord. This change in his opinion rests mainly on his erro- 
neous apprehension of ii. 2, f. This Epistle does not correspond with the 
picture of James painted by Hegesippus; but this delineation is beyond 
doubt legendary. 


§ 169 b. 


The critical investigation of this Epistle may be pursued 
the more freely, as it belongs to the Antilegomena (Part I. 
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§ 24), for Eusebius expressly mentions that doubts existed 
in regard to it (§ 165, note a), and Jerome, that some thought 
another had written it under James’s name (§ 167 f, note a).* 
Clement of Rome had probably read it. Jreneus also be- 
trays acquaintance with it, although without mentioning 
it as a canonical work. Tertullian is silent respecting it. 
Origen is the first of the Alexandrian Fathers who mentions 
it (although with some doubt).4 Theodore of Mopsuestia 
rejected it If it found acceptance in the Greek Church in 
the fourth century, with the other Antilegomena, and was 
then received into the canon by the Western Church, this 
took place because criticism had meanwhile fallen alseep 
(Jerome, § 167, f.. note a). Whether its adoption into the 
old Syriac version, and its acceptance by Ephrem,‘ are 
better grounded, we cannot say. 


@ Credner, p. 590, erroneously asserts that the uncertainty refers simply 
to the question whether the Epistle is the work of the Apostle James. See, 
against him, Kern, Comm. p. 13. 

» Ep. 1. ad Corinth. c. 10: "ABpadp 6 didos mpocayopevbeis, morés ev- 
pen, €v tO avrov Umnxoov yever Oa rois pnpact Tov Geo... . dia mliorw kai 
dirokeviay €6d0n aire vids év ynpa cal 80 traxons mpoonveyxey avroy buciay 
7@ Oe@,x.t-A. Cf. James ii. 21,23. Cap.11: Aca riorw kai pirrtokeviay eow- 
On ‘PaaB 7 mopyn, cf. Heb. xi. 31, James ii. 25.— Also Herm. Mandat. XII. 
§ 5: Si enim resistitis illi (diabolo), fugiet a vobis confusus, is similar to 
James iv. 7. 

¢ Cont. haer. IV. 16.2: Abraham ....credidit Deo, et reputatum est 
illi ad justitiam, et amicus Dei vocatus est. 

4 Comment. in Joa. Tom. XIX. Opp. IV. 306: "Edy yap Aéyynrat pev riots, 
xopis b€ Epywr trvyxavy, vexpa eorw 4 ToLaUTN, as ev TH PEpopevy "laxdBov 
€miaroAy davéeyvopev. Mill, Prolegg. 203: Imo vero ut in ipsius Origenis 
operibus, a Rufino Latinis factis, allegetur haec epistola tanquam Jacobi apo- 
stoli, fratris Domini, et scriptura divina (hom. 13. in Gen. 3. et 8. in Exod. 
et hom. 2. in Levit. et comment. in cap. 5. Ep. ad Rom.), in commhentariis 
tamen in Joannem Graecis, ab omni interpolatione liberis, dubiae apud quos- 
dam auctoritatis citatur. Of Clemens Alex. Eusebius (H.E. VI. 14) says that 
he gave short explanations of all the Catholic Epistles. Cassiodor. Institut. 
divin. litter. c. 8: In epistolis autem canonicis Clemens Alex. presbyter, qui 
et Stromateus vocatur, i. e. in ep. St. Petri prima, St. Joannis prima et se- 
canda, et Jacolz, attico sermone declaravit. Lardner, Mayerhoff, and others 
would read Judae, instead of Jacobi. Moreover, Clement never mentions the 
Epistle. 

¢ Leont. Byz.c. Nestor. et Eutych. III. 14. 
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£ Ephrem. Opp. Graec. III. 51: "IdewBos 8é 6 rot xupiov ddeddds A€yer 
mevOnoare kai xkavoare. Cf. Hassenkamp, Anmerkk. z. d. letzten Paragr. d. 
Einl. v. Michaélis, p. 27, ff. 


§ 169 c. 


With the Reformation, criticism revived, and also the 
doubts concerning this Epistle, although, it must be con- 
fessed, on dogmatic grounds." Since, however, a way has 
been found of removing or softening its contradiction to 
Paul, its genuineness has been almost universally acknowl- 
edged. 


* Erasm. Annotatt. in Ep. Jac. expresses himself sceptically. Luther, 
Vorrede auf die Ep. St. Jacobi und St. Judas, Walch, XIV. 148, remarks : 
‘‘ Although this Epistle of St. James was rejected by the ancients, I yet 
‘praise it and esteem it good, because it lays down no doctrine of men, and 
sternly insists on the law of God. But to express my opinion upon it, with- 
out prejudice to any one, I regard it as the work of no Apostle, and for the 
following reasons: First, that, in direct opposition to Paul and all the rest 
of Scripture, it ascribes justification to works, and says, Abraham was justi- 
fied by his works, because he sacrificed his son, while St. Paul, Rom. iv. 2, 3, 
teaches the very contrary, that Abraham was justified without works..... 
But this James does no more than insist on the Law and its works, and 
mixes one thing with another so confusedly, that, it seems to me, he must 
have been some good, pious man who had caught up some sayings of the 
disciples of the Apostles, and put them on paper. Or perhaps it was writ- 
ten down by another after hearing the discourse of such a one,” &c. Vor- 
rede auf d. N. T. col. 105: ‘* Therefore, the Epistle of St. James is a mere 
Epistle of straw compared with them [i. e. the writings of John, Paul, and 
Peter], for it contains nothing of the nature of the Gospel.” Andreas Al- 
thamer, Erklarung des Briefs Jacobi, 1553. The Magdeburg Centuriators. 
Cf. Weistein, N. T. II. 658. 


Ill. The Epistles of Peter. 


The Commentaries of Pott, Augusti, Morus, Hottinger, Jachmann, re- 
ferred to above, pp. 320 and 323. — Luther, Aus]. d. 1. Br. v. J. 1523. 
Werke, Hal]. IX. 1625, ff. — Semler, Paraphr. — Der 1. Br. Petr. tibers. u. 
m. e. Comm. versehen v. Ch. G. Hensler. 1813. — Wilh. Steiger, Der 1. 
Br. Petri mit Berticksicht. d. ganzen bibl. Lehrbegriffs ausgelegt. Berl. 
1832. 
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Accounts of Peter. 


§ 170 a. 


Peter, properly called Simon, son of Jona (John i. 43), 
brother of the Apostle Andrew (Matt. x. 2), born in Beth- 
saida (John i. 45), by profession a fisherman (Matt. iv. 18), 
and married (Matt. viii. 14, 1 Cor. ix. 5), was one of the 
most intimate of Jesus’s disciples, upon whom Jesus set 
great hope (Matt. xvi. 18). After having labored in Pales- 
tine for the Gospel, presided over the church at Jerusalem 
(Acts i.—xi.), and been miraculously released from prison 
(Acts xii. 3, ff), he left Jerusalem (Acts xii. 17), and is said 
to have travelled as missionary through Asia Minor.* But 
wheresoever he may have preached, he addressed himself 
especially to the Jews (Gal. ii. 8). Subsequently, he was 
present at the meeting of the Apostles in Jerusalem (Acts 
xv.), when he cordially agreed with the Apostle Paul in 
regard to the conversion of the Gentiles; afterwards, how- 
ever, at Antioch, he proved untrue to Paul and to himself 
(Gal. ii.12). According to the First Epistle (v.13) he found, 
at a later period, a sphere of labor in the Parthian empire, 
of which the ancients were so ignorant that they understood 
Babylon to mean Rome (§ 170 8, note 5d). 


* Origen, in Euseb. II]. 1: Weérpos d€ év Udvrq xai Tadarig cal Bebvvia, 
Kammadoxig re kat "Agia xexnpuxevat trois év Stacmopa "lovdaiors gorxev. Hi- 
eron. De scrr. eccles. s. v. Petr. But this is only a deduction from 1 Pet. 
i. 1. Euseb. III. 4: Kal éx ray Iérpou 8¢ AcEewv, ev érdcats Kat odros 
émapxiats Tous €k mrepiropns rov Xpiorov evayyeAr(opevos THY THs Kawis Siaby- 
xns mapedidou Adyov, caches dy ein ad’ hs eipnxapev cpodoyouperns avrov ém- 
aroAns, yy trois €£ ‘EBpaiwy ovow év dtacmopa Udvrov xat Tadarias, Karna- 
Soxias re kat ’Acias xai Bibuvias ypadet. The following is certainly but an 
- arbitrary addition by Epiphanius, Haeres. XXVII. p. 107: Uerpos 8 roa- 
Adxis Ildvroy te cai BeOuviay émeoxeyyaro. EE. K. Rauch, Rettung d. Origi- 
nalitat d. 1. Br. Petri, in Winer and Engelhardt’s Kr. Journ. VIII. 396, 
defends this account, and thinks that Peter founded the churches in Pontus 
and Bithynia, whither Paul never went. Tradition, in opposition to Acts 
xi. 19, ff., makes him founder and bishop of the church at Antioch. used. 
Chron. ad ann. II. (Chron. armen. ad a. III.) Claudii: Uérpos 6 xopupaios 


chy ev Avrioxeia mpaornv Oepedtdoas éxkAnoiay ..... Hieron. De scrr. eccl. 
s. v. Petr. 
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§ 1700. 


There is, especially, a general Church tradition that Peter 
preached at Rome, in company with Paul founded the 
church, and suffered martyrdom there (§ 122 a, note a) ; 
it will not, however, bear critical examination. One story, 
that Peter came in contact with Simon Magus at Rome,* 
is acknowledged to be false. Another, referring to the com- 
position of Mark’s Gospel (§ 99 b, note a), and in support 
of which Papias’s testimony is adduced, rests on the alle- 
gorical interpretation of Babylon, 1 Pet. v.13. Jrenaus’s 
account probably rests on Papias (§ 97 c, note 6). The tes- 
timony of Dionysius of Corinth (§ 122 a, note a), which at- 
tracts attention on account of its antiquity, is bound up with 
the erroneous assertion that Peter and Paul were founders 
of the church at Corinth, and is probably based, in part, on a 
misinterpretation of a passage in the First Epistle of Clem- 
ent of Rome to the Corinthians, c. 5 ($122 b, note a), which 
mentions together the martyrdoms of Peter and Paul, but 
without naming the place. Caius, in Euseb. II. 25 (§ 122 a, 
note a), shares this error with Dionysius, and his appeal to 
documents weighs little (see the note referred to).° The fact 
asserted is in itself improbable. Peter cannot have been at 
Rome, either before the composition of Paul’s Epistle to the 
Romans (§ 136 a, note c), or during Paul’s imprisonment in 
Rome, because the Epistles written there show no trace of 
it, or even later, because our Epistle presupposes his resi- 
dence in Babylon. The legend seems to have originated in 
the endeavor on the part of the Jewish Christians to make 
the Apostle Peter founder of the influential church at Rome. 

® Clemens Alez. in Euseb. H. EB. II. 14: EmBds 8€ rijs ‘Popaiwy rédews 
(Simon Magus), ovvatpopens atr@ ra peydda ris épedpevovons évraiéa dv- 
vapews, ev dALy@ rovotroy ra THs émtxeipnoews Avvaro, as Kal avdpidyros 
avadéces mpos ray ride ola Gedy tyunOpvar. Ov pry eis paxpdy air raira 
mpovxoper* mapanddas your éri ris auris KAavdiov Baciwelas 4 ravdyabos 
cal ditavOpwnordtyn Trav SAwy mpdvora Tov Kdprepoy Kal péyayv Ty amrooTdAwy, 
roy apetys Evexa T&v AouTay dmayrev mponyopoy, Llérpov, émt rv ‘Padyuny, ds 
él rnAxovroy Aupedva Biov xetpayoryet. This, however, rests on an error 
of Justin Martyr’s, Apol. Il. p.69: Sipzeva pév teva Lauapéa ry dd xdyuns 
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Aeyouerns Tirrwy, és emt KAavdiou xaicapos da THs Tay evepyourrey Satpdvey 
réxyns Suvdpets mromnoas payixas ev TH woes Tpav Baowridk: ‘Poy Oeds évopi- 
a6n, kai avdpidvrt wap dpav ws eds reriunrac: Ss avdptas aveyryeprat ev TO 
TiBept morape, perakd trav dvo0 yedupav, fyov émcypadiy ‘Papatkyy tavtny - 
Liner dé odyerw (Semoni Sanco Deo Fidio). Fr. Spanheim, De temere 
credita Petri in urbem Romam profectione, p. 151. Hug, Einl. II. 69, f. 
On the contrary, Bertholdt, V. 2685. 

> Euseb. II. 15: rov 8€ Mdpxov pynpovevey roy Uérpoy év ry mporepa emt- 
oToAR, Hy Kat ovyraéat ghacly én airyns ‘Popns’ onpaivew te rovr avTov Thy 
mod TpomiKoTepoy BaBvAava mpocendvra Sia Tovrway’ "Aomdferat tpas 4 év 
BaBvA@ve ovvexdexry kal Mdpkos 6 vids pov. 

¢ Origen’s statement in Eused. III. 1 (according to the passage in § 170 a, 
note a): és cai ém) rede ev “Padpy yevopevos dverxodoricbn xata xepadns, 
ovUTws altos dftmoas mabeiv, — is too late to serve as testimony. 

4 Fr. Spanheim, De ficta profectione P. ap. in urbem Rom. L. B. 1679. 
Opp. II. 331, sqq. Eichhorn, Einl. III. 2. p. 603. Baur, Tiib. Zeitschr. 
1831. IV. 158, ff. 1836. III. 166. Paulus, etc., p. 216, ff Mayerhoff, 
- Hinl. in d. petrin. Schrift. p. 77, ff Neand. AG. Il. 456, ff. Win. RWB. 
I. 280, ff. Ellendorf, Ist P. in Rom .... gewesen? 1841. Adalb. Maier, 
Ein]. z. Br. a. d. Rom. p.6, ff. Among modern critics, the following de- 
fend the truth of the tradition: Mynster, K1. theol. Schr. p. 141, ff. Bleek, 
in Theol. St. u. Kr. 1836. p. 1061, ff. Schott, p. 401. Olshausen, St. u. 
Kr. 1838. p. 940, ff. Credner, p. 628, ff. Neudecker, p. 689, ff. Gieseler, 
Neand. KG., v. Céln, Hall. allg. Encycl. XVIII. 43, Tiib. kath. Quart. 
Schr. 1824. IV. F. Windischmann, Vindiciae Petrinae. 1836. 


First Epistle.— Historical and Personal Relations. 


§171 a. 


The Epistle is not addressed, as the ascription (i. 1) seems 
to indicate, to the Jewish Christians in Pontus, Galatia, 
Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia,* but, as much of its con- 
tents refers to Gentile Christians (i. 14, 18, ii. 9, f., iii. 6, 
iv. 3), to the mixed or Gentile-Christian churches in those 
places. In regard to their condition, we know nothing fur- 
ther than that they had to suffer or to fear persecutions and 
slanders (i. 6, 11. 12, iii. 13, ff., 16, iv. 12-19, v.10), which 
(especially iv. 16) suggests the persecution under Nero.» 

There is no indication that these churches, which were 
probably founded and taught by Paul and his disciples, (not 
by Peter, according to i.12,) stood in any special relation to 
Peter, save that Silvanus is represented as a mutual friend 
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(v.12).° The Apostle, to be sure, describes himself as such 
(i. 1, v. 1); but concerning him we learn nothing precise, ex- 
cepting that he was in Babylon or its vicinity,! and in 
Mark’s company (v. 13). 


* The letter is addressed to Jewish Christians, according to Origen, Hie- 
ron. ($1704, note a), Athanas. Synops. scr., Didym. In ep. canon., Epi- 
phan. Haeres. XX VII. 6, Oecumen., Theophyl., Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, 
Bengel, Semler, Augusti, Bertholdt, Hug ; to Gentile Christians, according 
to Augustine, Cont. Faust. XXII. 89, Cassiodor. Institutt. div., Luther, 
Wetstein, Bohme (Ep. ad Hebr. Prolegg. XLVI.) ; to Jewish and Gentile 
Christians, according to Est., Calov., Wolf, Pott, Hdnlein, Eichhorn, 
Schott, Guerike (Beitr.), Steiger, Mayerhoff ; to former proselytes, according 
to Benson, Michaélis, Oredner. 

> IV. 15, f.: Mi) ydp ris tay macyxéra ws hoveds } KAérrns 4} Kaxorroids 
i} @s adAorpioerioxoros: ef 8€ ws xptoriavds, pi) aloxuvécbo. Tacit. An- 
nal. XV. 44: ....abolendo rumori Nero subdidit reos, et quaesitissimis 
poenis adfecit, quos, per flagitia invisos, vulgus Christianos adpellabat. Cf. 
Hug, Binl. II. 548. Neander, AG. II. 593, f. Mayerhoff, p. 132, f.— 
Schwegler, Nachap. Zeitalt. IT. 10, ff., makes the reference to judicial ex- 
aminations apply to the Christians in the time of Trajan. 

° E. K. Rauch, as above, p. 398, ff., finds in the expressions réxva tma- 
rons, i. 14 (cf. 1 Cor. iv. 14, f., 2 Cor. vi. 13), and cupmpeoBurepos, traces 
of a peculiar relationship. Credner, p. 641, supposes that his readers were 
Petrine Christians in those parts to which the Epistle to the Ephesians was 
addressed, and that the latter had exerted a disturbing influence upon thenr 
which Peter wished to check; a groundless hypothesis, which Neudecker, 
p. 690, f., has rightly refuted. 

4 There is no ground for understanding, with the ancients (and Schweg- 
ler), Rome thereby, excepting the doubtful legend that Peter was put to 
death there; none whatever for supposing, with the Copts, the Egyptian 
Babylon. Bertholdt, V. 3060, ff. The ancient Babylon may well be meant. 
Steiger, Einl. p. 22. Mayerhoff, p. 128, f. 


§ 1718. 


For determining the date of the composition, a point is 
found in the reference to the persecution under Nero, at 
which time the Apostle must have been residing in Baby- 
lon. Silvanus (Silas) appears (Acts xx. 4, f.) no longer 
among Paul’s companions, and may have attached himself 
from that time forward to Peter. The presence of Mark, if 
he were Paul’s assistant,* is quite reconcilable with the above 
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chronological reference, for, according to Col. iv. 10, he pro- 
posed going from Rome to Asia Minor. At this time, also, 
the name yprotiavos (iv. 16, cf. Acts xi. 26) may have long 
been in general use. 


* Rauch considers him Peter’s son, and the cuvexAexrn Peter’s wife, cf. 
Neand. Pfianz. IT. 606, f. 


Design and Contents. 
§ 171. 


The design and contents of the Epistle refer principally to 
the relation of the Christians to the heathen, which was 
embarrassing and difficult, because the latter entertained a 
hostile suspicion towards the former, and had even pro- 
ceeded to oppression and persecution. This reference is 
manifested in the general part of the Epistle, i. 3 —-ii. 10° 
(i. 6, 14) ; but the special part refers particularly to it (ii. 11 
-—v. 11);° scarcely alluding to the interior side of the Chris- 
tian life (iii. 1-7 [even ver. 1 has an external reference], 8, 
iv. 7-11, v. 1-5), but, for the most part, treating of their 
walk among the heathen (ii. 11-21, iv. 1-3) and of the 
conduct to be maintained by the Christians in view of their 
suspicion and hostility (ii. 9-17, iv. 12-19, v.6-—9, even 
ii. 19, f.).° 

* After the introduction of an expression of thanks for the blessings of 
salvation, which his readers also share, who are supposed to bear themselves 
worthily in their warfare, in order to gain salvation, — that salvation concern- 
ing which the prophets searched with longing, and into whose mysteries an- 
gels desire to look, i. 3-12, — general exhortations, i. 13—ii. 10; exhorta- 
tion to strong and full hope, i. 13, to obedience and holiness in remembrance 
of their call through him who is holy, of the fear due to him as the judge, and 
of the redemption through the blood of Jesus Christ, i. 14-21; exhortation 
to holiness, and, in special, to pure brotherly love through remembrance of 
their being born again, i. 22-25; exhortation to growth in the new life, 
ii. 1-3, to living participation in the spiritual communion with Jesus Christ, 
ii. 4-10. 

» Particular exhortations, with special reference to their external and 
internal relations: I. Exhortation, 1. in general to a good conversation 
among the heathen, ii. 11, f.; 2. to obedience to authority, ii, 13-17; 
3. to slaves, to be obedient to their masters, ii. 18-25; 4. to wives, to be 
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obedient to their husbands, and to husbands to honor their wives, iii. 1- 
7; concluding general exhortation, iii.8-12. II. Exhortation to fearless, 
mild, morally pure, and forbearing conduct towards the heathen, iii. 13-iv. 
19, and, 1. to a fearless and mild composure, founded on a good conscience, 
in view of possible suffering, ver. 13-17, with a reference to Christ’s 
sufferings and resurrection, ver. 18-22 (in ver. 19, f. is mentioned the 
preaching of Christ, the risen one, in hell) ; thereupon is based, 2. an ex- 
hortation and encouragement, iv. 1-11: a. since Christ suffered accord- 
ing to the flesh, Christians ought no longer, like the heathen, to live in 
fleshly lusts, iv.1-3; 5. the latter may be astonished at this, and may 
slander ; they must give an account at the judgment, iv. 4-6; c. exhorta- 
tion in view of the nearness of the judgment, iv. 7-11. 3. Encourage- 
ment to joyful acceptance of the trial, which, as the beginning of the judg- 
ment, is unavoidable, iv. 12-19. III. Exhortation, 1. to the elders of the 
churches to a proper discharge of their office, v.1-4; 2. to the younger 
members and to all to subjection and humility, v.5; 3. closing exhortation 
to all, v.6-9; 4. benediction, v. 10, f. 

° The words, v. 12, éypawa.... émisaprupay, tavrny elvas adnOn xdpw 
T. Geod els Hy €ornxare have been by many (Credner, as above, Neander, II. 
559, Guerike, Beitr. 170, Kinl. 453, Schwegler, as above, p. 22) so misin- 
terpreted as to represent Peter as defending Paul’s doctrine against false 
teachers; they are rather designed to warn the readers not to allow them- 
selves to be led astray by their sufferings. 


Spirit and Lnterary Character of the Epistle. 
§ 172. 


We seek in vain, in this ostensible work of Peter, that 
leader of the Jewish Christians with whose consideration 
they clothed themselves long after the Apostolic age, any 
definite peculiarity, such as appears in the works of John 
and Paul. Not only do we find reminiscences of passages 
in Paul’s Epistles, whose perusal by our author we may 
without hesitation assume;* but the doctrine and the lan- 
guage are essentially Pauline.” To this we may add, that 
the writer does not treat with freedom and readiness the 
thoughts which he sets forth, as if they were his own, but 
handles them with a degree of uncertainty.° 

« Semler, Paraphr. in ep. 1. Petr. praef. p. 8. Cludius, Uransichten d. 


Christenth. (Alt. 1808.) p.298,f. Hug, II.541,f. Bleek, Einl.in d. Br. an 
d. Hebr. p. 321. A special affinity with the Epistle to the Ephesians is 
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traced by Oredner, p. 634, ff. Mayerhoff, p. 106, denies all this, against 
whom Bleek, in Stud. u. Kr. 1836, p. 1065. - 

The address and the preeting, i.1, f., are formed in general on the Pau- 
line type (cf., on the other hand, James i. 1; the greetings in 2 John 1, ff. 
and Jude 1 are, however, similar). The Epistle shows the following paral- 


lelism : — 


1 Pet.i. 1, fi: .... €xAexrots 

.- kara mpdéyvwow Oeod marpds év 
dytarpe mveiparos eis... . pav- 
Tiopov aiparos ‘I. Xp. 


i. 3: EbAoynrés 6 Oeds nai 
warp Tou Kupiov nyayv "Incov Xpse- 
OTOU, 6.... avayevnoas Has, K.T-Xr. 

1614: py cvoxnpari(dpevoe 
tTais mpérepoy ev tT] ayvolg buoy éme- 
Oupiats. 


ii, 1: "Arodépevoe ovy macay ka- 
xiay kal mavra Sedov kal droxpices 
cal POdvous Kai mdaoas xatadadids, 
2. as aprvyevynra Bpedn, rd Aoyt- 
xkov GdoXrov yadda emmobncare, iva 
év aur@ avénOnre eis owrnpiay..... 
5. dveveyxat mvevparixas Oucias ev- 
mpoodexrous TO O€G, x. T.A. | 


ii. 6 (from Isa. xxviii. 16): idov, 
riOnpe éy Seoy AiGoy dxpoywuaioy, 
exXexrov, Evriov: K. 6 morevov ér 
avr@, ov py karacxuvOy* Ver.7: 
_ pty oby TiN Tots morevovoL’ - 
ameOovas Sé€, Aidov by dredoxipacay 
oi oixodopotvres, otros éyevnbn eis 
keadny yevias xai (from Isa. viii. 14) 
Aidos mpooxdépparos kal wérpa 
oxavddXrov... 

Ver. 10 (from Hos. ii. 25, al. 23) : 
of ror€é ov Aads, vow 8é Aads Geov* of 
avK nAenpevos, viv Se édenOevres. 


Eph. i. 4-7: xaos é€erEe€aro 
ypas év avr@ mpd KaraBoAns Kéopov, 
eivas Hpds dylous k. Gu@pous ....- 
év @ éxopev TY GroAUTpacey dia 
rov aiparos aurov. 

Eph.i.3: EtXoynrés 6 Geos 
kal warnp T. K. Hp. I. Xp., 6 evAo- 
ynoas np., KT. A. 

Rom. xii. 2: Kai pn cvoexnpa- 
riferbe r@ ald rovrm. Eph. u.3: 


‘év ois kal speis mdvres dveotpdadn- 


péev wore ev rais émcOupiats THs 
CapKos nav. 

Col. iii. 8: Nut awddeabe xat 
tpeis ra mayra, dpynv, Ouudy, xaxiay, 
Praodnpiav. Cf. James i. 21: Aw 
droQépevot macay pumapiay Kai 
meptooeiav xaxias, év mpavrnte defa- 
abe rov éuuroy Adyoy, roy duvapevoy 
cdoat ras Puxds tyav. Rom. xii. 
1: .... mapaorjoa ra oopara tov 
Ouvciay (doar, dyiay, evdpeoroyv 
To Oeg, THY AoyeK?y Aarpeiay 
Upar. 

Rom. ix. 33: Wov, riOnpe ey Te- 
oy (LXX. éya éuBadrw els ra Oepe- 
Aa Zewov) AiPov wpooKképpartos 
kat wéerpay oxayvddXov: kal mas 
6 motevoy ér avr@ (this ém auro 
interpolated according to Cod. Al.) 
ov KaTaoxuvOncerat. 


Ver. 25: as cai év rq “Qone déyes : 
kaXéow Tov ov Aaoy pov Aaoy pov: Kal 
THY OvK TryarnpEerny nyannpemny. Ver. 
26: cal goras év rH romp, ov eppeOn 
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li. 13, f.: ‘Yrordynre ov mdon 
3 6 o é a a n” 
av6porivy xrices dia roy KUptov: etre 
Bacirei, os brepéxovre: eire Hye- 

4 a 
Hoow, ws 80 adrovd repuropevos eis 
> 8 4 a a 
EkOlKNnOLY Kaxoroay, Erasvoy Se 
dyaboraay. 


li, 16: 2... @s éNevOepos, Kat 
py ds émxdAuppa exovres ris Kaxias 
thy éLevOepiay. 


li. 18: Of otxérat, broragadpevor 
év ravri pdéBq@ rois Seordrats, x. 7. d. 

lil: Al yuvaixes, broracasé- 
pevat rots ldiots dvdpacey. 

li. 9: .... py dmoduddvres ka- 
kody dyti xaxod (?). 

iv.9: bird£evos els ddAnAous, dvev 
yoyyvopoy (°). 

iv. 10, f.: "Exagros, xabos ¢daBe 
xdptopa, els éavrovs aird diako- 
vouvres, @s xadol olkovdpos srouxiAns 
Xapttos Geov. El ris Nadel, ws Ad- 
yta Geov- ef ris Staxovei, as €€ 
loxvos fs xopnyei 5 beds. 

v.1: ....6 kal ris peddov- 
ons aroxadvmrecbat Sdéns xot- 
vovds. 

v.5: .... mavres dAAnAots 
UmroTragodpevot. 

v. 8: Nnware, ypnyopnoa- 
re(). 

v. 14: *AowacagGe dddAndous év 
pirdnpars dyanns (*). 
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avrois> ov Aads pou ipets, éxet An O- 
covras viot Geov Cavros. 

Rom. xiii. 1-4: Taoa yuxn éfov- 
cias bmepexovoats bmoraccé- 
o8a. Ov ydp corw e£ovaia ef ur) ard 
Geod .. . . rd ayabdy roi, Kai ees 
€matvoy e€ avrns. Ceo yap dd- 
xoves €ort, Exdsxos els dpyjy TP 7d 
Kaxdy mpdaocorrt. 

Gal. v. 13: ‘Ypeis yap én’ éXev- 
Oepia éxAnOnre, adeAdol + povoy jy) 
ry €Xevbepiav els aopyny ry 
oapki. 

Eph. vi. 5: Ot Sotdot, traxovere 
Tois xupiots, K.T.A. 

Eph. v. 22: Ai yuvatxes, rots 
Slows avdpaccy bmoraccedbe. 

Rom, xii. 17: .... pydevt raxdy 
dyrt raxovd arodcbovres. 

Phil. ii. 14: Ildvra sroteire 
xopis yoyyuvcpoy. 

Rom. xii. 6, f.: "Eyovres 8€ xa- 
piopata xara THY xdpty thy do- 
Ocicay jpiv Sidhopa: etre mpodnreiay, 
card Ty dvadoyiay THs Trictews * cire 
Scaxoviay, ev tH Staxovig, K.T. X. 


Rom. viii. 18: .... mpos ry pér- 
Aovoay Sofav droxadvPOjvas 
eis tpas. 


Eph. v. 21: ....tmroracadpe- 
vos dAAnAots ev Po Xpicrod. 

1 Thess. v.6: 'pnyopGpev xat 
yn Pope. 

1 Cor. xvi. 20: ’AomdoacOe dAXz- 
Aous ev PsAnpars dyig. Cf. Rom. 
xvi. 16; 1 Thess. v. 26. 


A certain affinity to the Epistle of James also (on which side the de- 
pendence lies is doubtful) appears in the following passages : — 


i. 6,7: Ev @ dyad\aobe, dALyov 
dprt.... Aumnbevres ey moixiroes 
wetpacpots, wa rd Soxipsoy 
Updy ras mlorews .... eipeby els 
ératvov, K.T. A. 


James i. 2, f.: Taoay xapay nyn- 
cacGe .... Gray mwWetpacpots me- 
piméonte mwotxidots, yiwooxorres 
Gres rd Soxipsoy tay ths mi- 
orews xarepyaferat tropovny. 
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1. 24: Arérs waoa odp£ os xépros, 
kat raoa dd6€a abris as avbos xéprov- 
eEnpavn 6 xdptos Kat ro aybos avrov 
éférece (Isa. xl. 6). 

lv. 8: .... drt 9 ayaa xadvwpec 
_wrHO80s Spapredy (Prov. x. 12). 

v. 5, f.: “Ore 6 beds tmepnpavos 
dyritacoera, tarrewois S¢ Sidwar xd- 
pw (Prov. iii. 34). Tasrewadbyre ody 
td THY Kparaay xeipa Tod Geod, wa 
ipas inpaoy ev capo. 9: 6 (81a- 
BéA@) avriornre..... 
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James i. 10, f.: .... as dybos 
xéprov mapeAevoerat .... Kal rd dy 
Gos avrov éférece. 


James v.20: .... cat natives 
wAnOo0s dpapriay. 

James iv.6: ‘O Oeds trepnga- 
VotS GYTETAGOCETAL, TAMELVOLS 
8é Biswas xapey. 7: brorayn- 
re ov to Oe@: avtiornre TO 
8saBdrAq@..... 10: ramewwbnre 


> 2 aA é e€ é c¢ a 
€vamtov Tov Kupiov, kat ipooe: tpas. 


E. K. Rauch, as above, p. 414, ff., has only showed that the author did 
not directly copy other’s Epistles, but has not disproved the fact that a cer- 
tain affinity in language and ideas exists. He explains this, in a not very 
probable way, from the intercourse of the two Apostles. Schneckenburger, 
Stud. d. wuirtemb. Geistlichk. V. 1. p. 195, Beitr. p. 206, assumes that 
Peter had before him James’s letter. 

> The view of Jesus’s death is Pauline, ii. 24, cf. Rom. vi. 8 - 14 (dmoyive- 
oda: tH dpapria, Peter == droOynckew r. dp., Paul), the ideas of calling (i. 
15, cf. Gal. 1.6, 15, v. 8), election (i. 2), hope (i. 3, ili.15; only once in the 
First Epistle of John, iii. 3, in the concrete sense), of obedience (i. 2, ef. 
Rom. vi. 16, xvi. 19), of freedom and its abuse (ii. 16, cf. Gal. v. 13), of 
the gifts of grace (iv. 10), of recompense (Emaivos, rin, ddéa, i. 7, cf. Rom. 
ii. 7, 1 Cor. iv. 5), of inheritance (i. 4, cf. Gal. iii. 18, as in John). Note 
also the ideas and formulas: dwoxdAvyis (i. 7, 13, cf. 1 Cor. i. 7 and often), 
Kowovia Tay ToU Xptorod waOnparoy (iv. 13, cf. 2 Cor. i. 5, Phil. iii. 10), 
ouvel8nars (ii. 19, li. 16, 21, elsewhere only in Paul, Paulinians, and John 
viii. 9, a Hellenistic idea), xpumrés (ili. 4, cf. Rom. ii. 29, 1 Cor. xiv. 10), 
év Xptor@ (iii. 16, v.10, 14, cf. Rom. vi. 11, and often), xaraprifew (v. 10, 
cf. 2 Cor. xiii. 11, Heb. xiii. 21). — The greatest peculiarities are the ideas 
of the regeneration through the word (i. 23), of the Christian priesthood 
(ii. 5, 9), of Christ’s descent into hell (iii. 19, f.). Schott, Isag. $96, note 
6, enumerates also the following as peculiarities of its thought and teach- 
ing: i. 8, love to Jesus and faith ‘in him without knowing him; Christ’s 
patience, i. 19, ff. (?), U1. 22, f., ili. 18; of the prophets of the Old Testa- 
ment, i. 10, ff.; the Noachic flood as type of baptism, iii. 20, ff.; recom- 
mendation of patience, i.6—11(?), ii. 21, ff, iii. 9,14, iv. 7 (?), 12-19, 
v. 7, ff.; exhortation to give no offence, ii. 12, ff., iii. 1, ff., iv. 14, ff., v. 7 
-9(?). Steiger, p. 5, f.: ‘‘ The fire of his spirit shows itself throughout, 
but moderated by experience. His temperament is as distinctly expressed 
in it as in general is possible in such works without impairing the thought. 
It also shows itself in the fact that after the middle of the Epistle the natu- 
ral fire of his spirit diminishes somewhat, and hence repetitions creep in,”’ 
etc. Mayerhoff, p. 102: ‘‘ The peculiarity of the Epistles is a pervading 
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warmth. .... It is rooted here with vital power in the depths of Christian 
perception, and thus every particular is controlled in a peculiar way by the 
hope, firmly grounded in Christ, of future salvation.’? Peculiarity in the 
language, according to Dan. Schulze and Schott: more frequent repetitions 
than in Paul: iii. 16 == iii. 1, ii. 12; iv. 3 oe i. 14, ii. 11; iv. 12 = i.6- 
9; iv. 14 == iji. 14,17, ii. 20; v. 8 = iv. 7,1.13; the Pauline words, &- 
katoouyn, Sixaovcda, Sc, are wanting ; contrast of mvedpa and yuyn, for 
nv. and gdpf ; avacrpopn, frequently ; dyadoroteiv, dyaborads, dyaboratia, 
kaxorrotds ; the use of eis, i. 4, 10, 11, 25; the use of the article, iii. 2, 3, 
16 (1); the drag Aeysueva: ddedpdrns, dvayevyGv, dudpayros, dpapavrwos, 
drpocwrodnrras, marporapddoros, dptryéyynta, aAAoTploerioxotos, cuveKAE- 
xr, dyrcAowdopeiy, and several others; Sdéai, i. 11; dperai, ii. 9; krious, ii. 
13; ra avra ray wabnudroy, v.9; the formula of citation wepieye: ev rH 
ypadj, ii. 6. 

© Schleermacher, Einl. p. 406, also observes this, while Steiger (as above) 
finds in the whole Epistle great facility of expression and in the connection 
of the thoughts, Schleiermacher regards it as a proof of the genuineness of 
the Epistle. 


Genuineness and Church Acceptance. 


§ 173. 


The improbability of Peter’s allowing himself to be so 
dependent on Paul, and especially of his being acquainted 
even with Paul’s later letters, and with the spurious Epistle 
to the Ephesians, awakens a strong suspicion of the genu- 
ineness of this Epistle. It is, however, supported by the 
whole mass of ancient Church authorities. Even the Second 
Epistle of Peter, although spurious, testifies to it (iii. 1). 
Some of the Apostolic Fathers knew and used it." The 
testimonies of the most important Fathers down to Luse- 
bius, who reckons it among the generally accepted writings,” 
support it; and if we set aside its omission in the ancient 
Bible Catalogue of Muratort (Part I. § 21), and its rejection 
by the Paulicians,° there is no opposition to it. The the- 
ory of forgery,’ in itself odious, lacks the positive ground 
of a demonstrable design to be accomplished by it, for the 
supposed design of mediating between Paulinism and Pe- 
trinism is not clearly manifest. The theory of its composi- 
tion by an assistant, in Peter’s name and with his knowl- 
edge,‘ we leave in abeyance. The Epistle belongs to the 
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Apostolic age, because of its expectation of the near end of 
all things, iv. 7. 


* Euseb. H. E. TI. 39: Kéeypnras 8° 6 avrés (6 Uanias) paprupias. ard 
ris "lwdvvov mporépas émoroAns Kal ris Werpov dpolws. IV. 14: ‘O pevros 
HoAvcapros év tq dndwbeion mpds Pirurmnoious airov ypapy pepopevy eis 
Seipo, xéxpnrai riot paprupiais awd trys Ueérpov mporns emeorodjs. Cf. 
Polycarp, c. 1, with 1 Peter i. 8. 

> Euseb. H. E. V. 8, of Ireneus: Mépynra 8 xal ris "Iwdsvou mpotys 
émioroAis .... dpoiws S€ cal ris Iérpov mporépas. ren. Cont. haeres. IV. 
9.2: Et Petrus ait in epistola sua, etc., cf. 1 Pet.i.8. Jren. IV. 16.5: 
Et propter hoc Petrus ait, etc., cf. 1 Pet. ii. 16. Clemens Alex. Strom. lib. 
III. p. 473: Kal 6 Werpos év rf émioroAj ra dpota Aéyes. Lib. IV. p. 493, 
and several other passages. Tertuil. Scorpiac. c. 12: Petrus quidem ad 
Ponhticos, etc., cf. 1 Pet. ii. 20, f. Orig. in Euseb. VI. 25: Deérpos 8€ 
.... play émoroAny spodoyoupéeyny KxaradeAourev. Fused. Ill. 3. 25 (see 
Part I. § 24, notes a, 5). 

* According to Petrus Siculus, cf. Wetstein, N.T. 11.681. That Theodore 
of Mopsuestia rejected the Epistle is not clearly stated in the passage in 
Leont. Byz. Contr. Nestor. et Eutychen, III. 14: .... epistolam Jacobi et 
alias deinceps aliorum catholicas abrogat et antiquat. 

4 Cludius, Uransichten d. Christenth. p. 596, ff. (against this, Auguséi, 
Nova, quae 1. Petri epistolae ai@evriay impugnat, hypothesis sub examen 
vocatur. Jen. 1808). Schwegler, as above. 

¢ A mediating, Paulino-apologetic character is ascribed to the Epistle by 
Mayerhoff, p. 103. Schwegler, p. 22. The amount of it is only that a 
Peter taught and wrote in a Pauline way. 

f Fichhorn, III. 616, ff., guesses Mark ; Béhme (Praef. in ep. ad Hebr. 
p. xlviii.), Silvanus, whom he considers author of the Epistle of James also, 
p- lii. Reuss, Gesch. d. h. Schr. p. 45, who rests on v. 12. 


Second Epistle. Historical and Personal Relations. 
§ 174 a. 


The author has indicated himself here more clearly than 
in the First Epistle, not only in his salutation and with his 
whole name (i. 1), but also in the Epistle itself, as one of 
the Apostles (iii. 2), as one of the companions of Jesus 
during his life (i. 14, cf. John xxi. 18, f [2]; i. 16-18, cf. 
Matt. xvii. 1, ff), as the apostolic brother of Paul (iii. 15), 
and as the author of the First Epistle (iii. 1). 

The Epistle is ostensibly addressed to all Christians (i.1), 


\ 
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but its readers must be they to whom the First Epistle was 
addressed (iii. 1). It even seems to be assumed that the 
Apostle had instructed them (i. 16). And yet they must 
be the same as the Apostle Paul had written to (iii. 15, cf. 
Rom. ii. 4). 

Indications of its date are these: the Apostle Peter looks 
forward to his speedy death (i. 14), and the expectation of 
Christ’s speedy return had been disappointed (iii. 4). The 
latter points to a very late period. 

* It must be admitted that the grammar is opposed to the meaning “ of 


us the Apostles” (see Exeg. Hdb. on the passage), and the author, by using 
Jude 17, has removed himself from the accepted list. 


Design and Contents. 


§ 174. 


The main design of the Epistle is to defend the belief in 
the second coming of the Lord against certain doubts, and 
to exhort to a proper preparation in view of it." The author 
supports his exhortation to strengthen themselves in their 
Christian calling, that they may gain admission into the 
kingdom of God, i.3-—11, by appealing, in confirmation of , 
the doctrine of Christ’s second coming, to his apostolic tes- 
timony and the Old Testament prophecies, ver. 12-21. 
As it were accidentally, he speaks in chap. ii. of false teach- 
ers who are to be expected, but from ver. 9 forward are re- 
garded as present. These are not, probably, such as denied 
the second coming of Christ; their confutation, therefore, 
has no connection with the main object of the Epistle. The 
certainty of Christ’s return is first maintained against cer- 
tain scoffers in chap. iii. and to the confutation of the 
doubts urged against it an exhortation is joined. 

* According to Schwegler, Nachap. Zeitalt. I. 503, the design is to bring 
about a final and lasting reconciliation between the Petrinians and the Pau- 
linians. In support of this view, however, only ili. 15 can be adduced. 

> It isa mistake to refer, with Credner, p. 654 (cf. Mayerhoff, p. 156), 
their aberrations to their denial of Christ’s return. The false teachers 
of chap. ii. are styled servants of pleasure, founders of sects, such as 
by their seductive eloquence seek for gain, false prophets like Balaam, 
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preachers of a false freedom. According to Grotius, they are Carpo- 
cratians; according to Vilring. (Obss. s. IV. 9) and Michaél., Gnostics ; 
according to Hug, II. § 182, they belong to a branch school of the magico- 
theurgic philosophy; according to Bertholdt, V1.3112, they are Sadducees ; 
according to Schwegler, 1. 501, Gnostics, but of no special sect. 


Relation of this Epistle to the Epistle of Jude. 


§ 175 a. 


The Second Epistle of Peter has, especially in chap. ii., 
great affinity to the Epistle of Jude." 


* Table of Comparison. 
Jude. 
1,2: "Iovdas *Incod Xprorov 8o0d- 
Aos, adeAdis de "IaxwBov .... 
3: Ayannrol, racav orovd?y woe- 
ovpevos ypadew dyiv, wepi THs 
Kowns owrnpias, dvaykny €oxoy 


2 Peter. 

i. 1,2: Supeoy Uerpos 80dX0s kat 
andaotoXos "Inco Xpiorov ... . 
1,5: ....amovdyy wacay ra- 

peroeveyxavres. 
i.15: Srovddow 8€ éxdorore, €xew 


10:.. 


ipas pera ry éuny eEodov ri rov- 
Tov pvnuny moreto Oat. 


li. 1: "Eyévovro 8€ xat yrevdorpodrrat 
éy T@ Aa@, as kal ev tpiv Erovrat 
Wevdodiddcradot, oiriwes mapero- 
afovaowy aipecets dmwXeias, Kal 
roy dyopdoayvra avrovs de- 
ondtny apvovpevot, emayorres 
€avrois raxwny anddeay. 2: Kal 
mwo\Xol e€axorovbnoovew a’rav rais 


ypaypat tpiv, mapaxaday éraywvile- 
o6as r7 drag rapadobeion rots dyi- 
ots mrioret. 


4: Tlapetcoésvcay ydp rwes ay- 


Opwra of madat mpoyeypappevos 
eis rovro ro xpipa, aoeBeis, Thy 
Tov Oeod nuay ydpw peraribevres 
eis dweAyetay, cal roy pdvoy 
Seonmdrnv kai Kuptoy pay 
"Incody Xp. dpvovpervos. 


aoedyelacs, 8¢ obs H 68ds THs aAnOeias BAaodnynOnoera. 3: Kai & 
mAeoveZia mAaorois Adéyos bpas europevoovrar’ ols rb Kpipa exmadae 
ovK apyet kal 7 ara@deca abray ov vuord(es. 

4: El yap 6 Oeds dyyéXawy dyaprn- 6: ’AyyéAous Te rovs ps) THphcar- 


odvrey ov edeicato, dAAa cet- 
pats (dou raprapacas rapeda- 
kev eis kplosy Ty poupévors...- 


6: Kal médes SoSdpomy kai To- 
péppas reppdaas xaracrpopy Ka- 
réexpwev, Umdderypa peddAdvroy 
aceBety reOetkws. .... 

-. tous émiaw capKds év 


érvOuplg puacpod wopevopévous, 


ras Tiy €avtav apxnv, adda amoNs- 
yévras Td idcov oixntnptoy eis Kpi- 
wiv peyddns npepas, Sea pois 
adios tnd CéOpoy rernpnKey. 


7: ‘Qs Sd8opa cat Pépoppa cat 


ai wept auras médets roy dpotoy 
rovrats tpdmrov éxmopyeicaca Kal 
dreXOovoas oriaw gapKos 
érépas, mpdxewras Setypa, mu- 
pos aloviou diay tréxovea. 
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2 Peter. 
kal xuptdétnros Karappovovrras 
...+ 6d£as ov rpdpovos BAa- 


odnpovyres: 


Il: ‘Omov dyyedros, loyvi nar 
Surdpes pelCoves Svres, od 
Pépoves car’ airady mapa xvply 
BrAaogdnpoyv xcplow. 


12: Otro: 8é, ds ddoya (aa, du- 
Gind, yeyevnpéva eis Gawow rai 
dbopay, év ofs dyvootat Bra- 
opnpotvres, vy ry POopG at- 
Tay karapOapnoovras. 

15: .... éaxodovOnoavres rh dd0 
rod Badadyp rod Boodp, 8s pe- 
ody ddcxlas ryanncev. 


13: .... 7dompy jyovpevos riy dv Hye- 
pa rpupny, otros cat padpor, éy- 
tpvparyres €y rats dmdrats at- 
THY, TUVEVMYOUpEVOL Hpiv .... 


17: Odrol elow mryal dyvSpos kat 
dpixkac Ord Aalramos édXav- 
yépevat, ols 56 Cdéhos rod 
aoxérovs els aldva rernpn- 
Tat. 

18: “Yrépoyxa yap paraérnros 
Pbeyydpevar.... 

iii. 1: Tavrny fbn, dyarnral, dev- 
repay ipiv ypddea émoroAny, év als 
dteyeipo tpay dv vrropynoe iy el- 
Aexpevy Stavoray® 2: pune Onvas 
TOy mpoetpypevoy pynparay 
Umrd ray dyloy mpodnray kai 
Tis TOY aGrooréAay nav ew 
TroAjs Tov Kupiov Kal oawrnpos* Tov- 
TO TpOroy ywooKxorres, OTs €AEV- 
govTtarenm éoxdrov Tdy Hpe- 
pov é€v éprarypovn eprai- 
xrat; xara ras [8las émidu- 
plas avray mopevdépervos. 


349 


Jude. 

8: ‘Opolws pévroe cal obroe évurrma- 
Céuevos odpxa pey piaivovot, Ku- 
pedrnta 8é aberova, SdEas Se 
Brxacdhnpovor. 


9: ‘O 8 MeyanA 6 dpxdyyedos, 


Gre rH SiaBdrq Staxpudpevos, dte- 
Adyero rept rod Mocdws odparos, 
oix éréApnoe xplow émevey- 
kety BAacgdnplas, GAd’ elrey- 
emirtpnoas oot KUptos. 

10: OSro: 8¢ Boa pev ove ot8acr, 
Bracdnpotaty: doa b€ vor 
Kas, ws Ta AXoya (Ha, énicray 
rat, €v rovras pbelpovrat. 


11: Oda avrois: Sre ry d8¢ rov 
Kdiv éropevOnoay, xal rp wAdvy 
rod Badadp pioOod efexvbn- 
gay, nal rf avridoyig rov Kopé 
araAovro. 

12: Otrol ciow dy rats dydrats 
tpady omcrdbes, cuvevwayxor- 
pevos addBas, davrovs mroipaivor- 
res: vethehas dvv8pos, drd dvé- 
poy mrapapepoperat..... 

13: ....dorépes mravira, ols 6 
Céogos rod cxdrovs els aldva 
rernpyras. 


16: .... xa rd ordpa abray dade? 
Umepoyka. .... 

17: ‘Ypeis 8€, dyarnrol, pynabn- 
TE TOY pnypdray TOY mpoes- 
pnpevay Ord ray drocroAwy 
rov kuplov npay "Incod Xpe- 
oro. 

(14: Ipoepnrevoe nal rovras.... 
"Evay, K.T. A.) 


18: “Ort Aeyor tpiv, drs ev €oxdre 
Xpovm eoovrar épraixras, 
rara ras dauréy érsOvplas 
wopevépevos rév doeBetdy. 
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§ 1750. 


There being this undeniable relationship, the originality 
belongs to the Epistle of Jude. For,—1. The expression in 
Jude is simpler, while in 2 Peter we find rhetorical, artificial 
circumlocution, with additions.* 2. Some of the expres- 
sions in Jude are distorted in 2 Peter, and singularly ex- 
changed.® 3. The passages 2 Peter ii. 4,11 become clear 
only from Jude 6,9, and are manifestly taken from that 
passage. The indefiniteness of the second passage results 
from fear of using an apocryphal narrative. 4. The course 
of the thought in Jude is firm and distinct, in 2 Peter wa- 
vering, like that of an imitator® 95. The opponents whom 
Jude combats are strongly and distinctly indicated, whereas 
in 2 Peter the picture is quite indefinite, the vicious being 
arbitrarily converted into false teachers, of whom we know 
not whether they are present or future. 


« Cf. Jude 4: of mada: mpoyeypappevor eis rovro rd xpiva, with 2 Pet. ii. 
1: émdyovres éavrois taxi drdAevay — 3: ois rd pina Exmadat ovK apyet 
Kai 1) dwaAea avray ov vvorate. Jude6: decpois didioss bxd (éqov rer7- 
pnxev, with 2 Pet. ii. 4: wetpais (épouv raprapaoas, x.r.r. Jude 7: mpd- 
kewvrat Seltypa, mupos aiwviov dixny tméxoveat, with 2 Pet. ii. 6: reppocas 
xaragcrpopy Karéxpivev, trdderypa peddAdvray daoeBeivy reOexas. Jude 8: 
odpka pév ptaivovor, with 2 Pet. ii. 10: rods dwiow capris ev émiBupig pe- 
agpov sopevopevovs. Jude 8: xupidryta dé dOerovor, with 2 Pet. ii. 10: 
xupidtnros xaradpovoivras. Jude 8: ddfas BrAaodnpovow, with 2 Pet. ii. 
10: ddf€as od rpepovos BrAaodnpoivres. Jude 9: xpiow Bracdnpias, with 
2 Pet. ii. 11: BAdognpov xpiow. Jude 10: doa peév ovx oidace Pracdr- 
podow, with 2 Pet. ii. 12: év ofs dyvootor BAaodnpoivres. Ib. : év rovros 
pbcipovra: — év rq pOopG aitray xarapGapnoovra, and several other ex- 
amples. 

b Jude 12: omaAddes — 2 Pet. ii. 13: owiAor nat popuor. Jude 12: aya- 
mas — 2 Pet. ii. 13: dwdras. Jude 12: vepéra dyvdpo. — 2 Pet. ii. 17: 
anyat dvvdpo. Jude 13: ols 6 (épos, x. r. A. —2 Pet, ii. 17 has erroneously 
applied the same to the clouds. 

° Cf, Jude 4 with 2 Pet.ii. 1, andi. 19-21. Jude 5-8 with 2 Pet. ii. 
4-11 (where note the interruption, ver. 7-9, and the exchange of cases, 
ver. 10). Jude 11 with 2 Pet. ii. 15, f. Jude 17 with 2 Pet. iii. 1, ff. 

The following writers favor thisview: Hug, Hinl. II. §176. Eichhorn, 
III. 642, ff. Bertholdt, VI. 3156. Neander, AG. II. 598. Richter, De 
origine posterioris Petrinae ex ep. Judae repetenda. Viteb. 1810. 4to. Jes- 
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sien, De avéevria ep. Judae (Lips. 1821), p. 82, sqq. Ullmann, Der 2. Br. 
Petr. krit. untersucht, 1821. p. 61, ff. ; Mayerhoff, Credner, Neudecker, 
Guerike; also, to a certain extent, Herder, Briefe zweener Briider Jesu, &c. 
Others, on the other hand, reverse the matter, as Luther, in Walch, XIV. 
150. Mill, Prolegg. in 2. Ep. Petr. J. D. Mich. Ein). II. 1478. Storr, 
De cath. epp. occas. et consilio. Opusc. II. 411, sqq. Dan. Schulze, Der 
schriftst. Charakter u. Werth d. Petrus, &c. p. 38, ff. Haenlein, Prolegg. 
in ep. Judae, p. 70, qq. Linl. ins N. T. III. 286, f. Dahl, De avéerria 
epp. Petrinae poster. et Judae (Rost. 1807), p. 25, sqq. Thtersch, Standp. 
d. Krit. p. 275. A common source was supposed by Th. Sherlock, Dis- 
sert. concerning the authority of the 2d Ep. of St. Peter, cf. Lardner, 
Supplements, III. 347, Hasse, Uebers. d. Br. Juda, Kaiser, Comment. qua 
linguae Aram. usus... . defenditur (1831), p. 78. Augusti, Katho]. Br. 
II. 105, explains the agreement by a concerted arrangement between the 
two Apostles. 


Spuriousness and Uncertain Posttion tn the Canon. 


§ 176 a. 


This use of another’s (and a pretty late) work does not 
accord with the supposition that an Apostle was its author. 
It discloses, moreover, the unhistorical contents of the 
Epistle, for the false teachers there combated are a non- 
entity, a false copy of the seducers in Jude.* Besides this 
decisive reason there are several others: the assumption of 
a different relation to his readers from that in the First 
Epistle, and the fluctuations in this very assumption; the 
design of the writer to pass for the Apostle Peter; the ap- 
peal to the Apostolic “command” (iii. 2); the citation of 
Paul’s Epistles as ypadaé (iii. 15, f.); the reference to prob- 
ably later doubts regarding the return of Christ; the doc- 
trine of the origin and the destruction of the world (iii. 5 
-7), which does not correspond with apostolic simplicity ; 
the different style of the writing.° 

* This ground falls away, if we suppose, with Bertholdt, VI. 3157, ff., 
only 2 Pet. ii., or, with Ullmann (above work), only chap. ii. and iii. 
to be spurious, but the others genuine. But Bertholdt’s view rests on a 
complete misconception of the relation of 2 Pet. iii. 1, ff. to Jude 17, f., and 
Hug, II. § 178, has correctly urged against Ullmann, that chap. i. 16 con- 
tains a reference to chap. iii. It is characteristic that in ii. 11 reference to 
a passage in the apocryphal book of Enoch is avoided; probably because, at 
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the time of the author, a sharp distinction was made between canonical and 
apocryphal writings. 

> Hieron. Epp. CXX. ad Hedib. c. 11: Habebat ergo (Paulus) Titum in- 
terpretem, sicut et beatus Petrus Marcum, cujus Evangelium, Petro nar- 
rante et illo scribente, compositum est. Denique et duae epistolae, quae 
feruntur Petri, stilo inter se et charactere discrepant structuraque verborum. 
Ex quo intelligimus, pro necessitate rerum diversis eum usum interpretibus. 
Cf. De vir. ill. c. 1, see next note. Nietzsche, Ep. Petri posterior auctori 
suo imprimis c. Grotium vindicata (Lips. 1785), p. 26, sqq., Bertholdé, 
VI. 3120, Schott, § 101, note 1, adduce something to prove the relation- 
ship in the style; as, the use of the article, i. 4, ii. 7, ii. 2 (?); the 
form of greeting, i. 2; avaorpopn, avaorpepeo Oar, apery (i. 2), dowidos nar 
dudpnros, émdmrrns, i. 16, cf. éromrevew, 1 Pet. ii. 12, iii. 2; wopeverOac ev 
éribupias or xar énOupias, ii. 10, iii. 3, cf. 1 Pet. iv. 3; xopiverOa, xa- 
Aeiv, &c. Paulinisms also are found: aipeois, yuaors, éxmimresy, iii. 17, ef. 
Gal. v.43 émtyopnyeiv; mapecodyey, ii. 1, ef. wapeioaxros, Gal. ii.4 ; mre 
ovd{et; cuvarayerOa revi; the passages & obs 7 d8ds ris dAnOeias BAaodn- 
pnOnoera, ii. 2, cf. Rom. ii. 24, xiv. 16 (!) ; €AevOepiay abrois émayyeAAG- 
pevot, avrot SovAa. imdpyovres THs POopas, ii. 19, cf. Gal. v. 13, Rom. viii. 
21 (t). — The style of this Epistle is distinguished by its heavy repe- 
titions (i. 3, f., where dd, Sedwpnuemms, and seddpyrac occur four times ; 
ii. 1-3, amddera, three times; ver. 7, f., Sixasos, three times; iil. 12~ 14, 
mpooSoxay, three times) ; by uniformity in connection, as with radra, 
1. 4, 8, ff., 12, 15, ili. 11, 14, 16; by its want of the peculiar use of as in the 
First Epistle (i. 14, 19, ii. 1, and often) ; by its peculiar mode of forming 
qualifications by éy, as trys ev emOupig bopas, i. 4, ef. ii. 3, 7, 10, 13, 
18, iii. 1,3; by its different idiom: owrnp often of Jesus ; mapovaia, nuépa 
kuptov, 4. Kploews, for dmroxdduyis; xupios of God; yraors, ériyvwors of 
God and Christ ; d8ds ris dAnO., dixaoowwns ; by a surprising number, con- 
sidering its narrow limits, of dwaf Aeyopeva. Moreover, there are few or 
no quotations from the Old ‘Testament. 


§ 1768. ; 


In the ancient Church this Epistle was late in becoming 
known, and its genuineness remained doubtfal.* 


* Clem. Rom. Ep. ch. 7: Nae éxnpu€e perdvoway xai tnraxotoavres €adOn- 
cay, is hardly a reference to 2 Pet. ii.5: .... dy8oov Noe Scxatoovens 
knpuxa esudrage, xaraxAvopoy Koopo aceBay erafas. As little is ch. 11: 
8a didokeviay cat evoéBeray Adr e€odOn éx TSodopav, ths meptxeopou maons 
xptOeions da rupds xat Oeiov. Lpodndov rotnoas 5 Seoworns, dre ros b¢ ére- 
poxAtveis imapxovras eis xdAaow Kai aixtopdy tiéyor —to 2 Pet. ii. 6-9; 
Herm. Vis, I. '7: ii sunt, qui crediderunt quidem, dubitatione autem sua 
reliquerunt viam suam veram — to 2 Pet. ii. 15: xaradcrovres edOeiay S8ay ; 
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Vis. IV. 3: vos estis, qui effugistis seculum hoc — to 2 Pet. ii.20: dmrogu- 
yovres ra pidopara row xécpov. The citations of Justin. Mart. Dial. c. 
Tryph. p. 308: cuvjxapev nai rd elpnpévor, Ors ypépa xuplov ds ida éry els 
Touro ovviyes — Lren. Cont. haeres. V. 23: quoniam enim dies Domini, 
sicut mille anni — do not literally agree with 2 Pet. iii.8: dre pia ipépa 
mapa kupi ws xia try Kal xiAta ery os Hepa pia, and may refer to Psalm 
xe. 4. Cf. Iren. IV. 9. 2, § 173, note b. In Clem. Alex. Cohort. ad gentes, 
p- 66, Lardner himself finds no reference to 2 Pet. ii.2. From Eused. H. 
E. VI. 14: "Ey 8¢ rais trorumadcecs Evveddyra elreiv, dons ths évdiabnxov 
ypapis émirerpnuevas reroinras Sunynoes (6 KAnpuns), py O€ ras dyriveyope- 
vas mapedOay + riy Tovda Aéyw nal rds Aourds xaOodixds émoroAds* THY Te 
BapvyaBa xai ry Ierpou Aeyouéyny amoxddAuvyyw — Cassiodor. De institut. 
divin. litter. c. 8 (see § 169, note d), — the conclusion is not certain that 
Clement was acquainted with our Epistle, which Mayerhoff, p. 201, denies, 
and Credner, p. 667, asserts. 

Origen, only in the Latin version, Homil. VII. in Josuam. Opp. II. 
412: Petrus enim duadus epistolarum suarum personat tubis. Homil. IV. 
in Levit. ii, 200: Et iterum Petrus dicit: Consortes, inquit, facts estis di- 
vinae naturae (2 Pet. i. 4). Cf. Comment. in Joan. Opp. IV. 135: Kal 
wept rns év puAaky wopelas pera mvevparos mapa rp Llérpp ev rf xadodAs- 
kn émeoroAfj. In Hused. VI. 25: Iérpos.... pilav émorodny duodoyou- 
péynv Karadédourev* €or Sé xal Sevrépay’ dpdiBadrAeras yap. Firmilian 
(c. 230), in ep. ad Cyprian.: Adhuc etiam infamans Petrum et Paulum 
beatos apostolos, quasi hoc ipsi tradiderint, qui in epistolis suis haereticos exe- 
crati sunt (this can apply only to 2 Peter), et ut eos evitemus, monuerunt. 
The Syrian church did not acknowledge this Epistle. Hence Fused. III. 25, 
reckons it among the Antilegomena, cf. III. 3 (Part I. § 24, note 6). In 
the fourth century it was received into the canon without the doubts being 
set at rest. Didymus: .... praesentem epistolain esse falsatam (Part I. 
§ 26, note 6). Mayerhoff, p. 213, and others, regard these words as an ad- 
dition from another source, because Didymus elsewhere (De trin. I. 15. 21, 
II. 6. 151, and often) cites the Epistle as Petrine and catholic. Hieron. De 
vir. ill. c. 1: Scripsit (Petrus) duas epistolas, quae catholicae nominantur, 
quarum secunda a plerisque ejus esse negatur propter stili cum priore disso- 
nantiam. (Cf. Part I. § 27, note 6.) 

The following modern writers contest the genuineness: Calvin (Com- 
ment. in epp. cath. Opp. Vol. V. P. 3. p. 103), Grotius (ad cap.i. 1. His 
hypothesis is that the Epistle was written by the Bishop Simeon, that it 
presupposes the destruction of Jerusalem and refutes the Carpocratians), 
Erasmus (Nott. ad h. ep.), Semler (Praef. in h. ep.), J. £. Chr. Schmidt 
(Ein). I. 331, f.), Welker (Clavis tb. d. kath. Br., &c., p. 181, ff), Guerike 
(Beitr. p. 175, f.), Neander (AG. II. 598) ; to a cortain extent, Eichhorn 
(III. 636, ff.), Schote (Isug. 4102), Credner (Einl.), Mayerhoff (Einl. in d. 
petr. Schr.), Neudecker (Ein].); in part, Ullmann (as above), Magnus 
(Examen de l’authenticité de la 2. ep. de Pierre. Strassb. 1835), Reuss 
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(Gesch d. N. T.), Schwegler (Nachap. Zeitalt. I. 490, ff.). It is defended 
by J. D. Michaelis (Ein]. 11. 1475, ff.), Pott (Prolegg. ad h. ep.), Auguste 
(Einl. z. d. Br.), Mietzsche(in the Dissert. quoted in note >), Dahil (in the 
Dissert. quoted in § 1756), E. Chr. Flatt (Progr. genuina sec. Pet. ep. 
origo denuo defenditur. 1806), Fei/moser(Einl. p. 527), hesitatingly, Hug (II. 
§177), Bertholdt (VI. 3119, who, however, gives up chap. ii.), Guerike 
(Einl.). Olshausen (De integritate et authentia post. Petri ep. Regiom. 1822 
-23, cf. Nachweis. d. Echth. p. 118) hesitates. Kern retracted his defence 
(Progr. 1829) in Tuib. Ztschr. 1835. I. 65. 


IV. Epistles of John. 


Augustin. Tractat. X. in ep. Joan. ad. Parthos, Opp. ed. Benedict. ITI. 2. 
— Luther’s Zwiefache Ausleg., in Walch, IX. 906, ff., 1082, ff. Annotatt. ed. 
Bruns, see above, p. 289. — A. Bullinger, In ep. Joan. can. brevis et catholica 
expositio. Tig. 1532. — Episcop. Lectt. sacr. in 1. ep. cath. Ap. J. Opp. P. 
II. — Whiston, Commentary on the Three Cath. Epistles of St. John. 
Lond. 1719. — Mori Praelectt. exeget. in tres Joann. epp. Lips. 1796. — 
Lange, Die Schriften des Joh. 3. Th. 1797. — Liicke, Commentar ub. d. 
Schriften d. Joh. 3. Th. 1825. 2d ed. 1836. — J. S. Semler, Paraphr. in 1. 
Joa. ep. cum prolegg. et animadverss. 1792. — Heumann, Diss. exhibens 
comment. in Joh. ep. tertiam. Nova sylloge dissertatt. I. 216, sqq. —H. E. 
G. Paulus, Die drei Lehrbriefe von Joh. wortgetreu m. erl. Zwischensatzen 
tibers. u. nach philolog. notiolog. Meth. erkl. 1829. — XK. Rickii, Joh. 1. Br. 
erk]. u. angew. in Predigten, mit histor. Vorber. u.exeg. Anh. Luz. 1828. 
— Exeg. Handb. I. 3. 


The First Epistle a Work of John the Evangelist. 
§177 a. 


The author of this composition does not call himself the 
Apostle John, nor author of the fourth Gospel, but merely 
an eyewitness of the history of Jesus (i. 1, f., iv. 14), and in 
the Second and Third Epistles an elder (mpeoBvrepos). 
Thus much, however, is certain, that both writings, this 
Epistle and the fourth Gospel, proceeded from the same 
author; for both bear the distinctest stamp of relationship, 
as well in the style of the writing* as in the development 
of the thought.» Both throw the same spell of genial hu- 
man feeling over the reader. 
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® socety Tv GAnOeay, 1 John i. 6, John iii. 21; ode gore 4 ddAnGea ey ris, 
1 John i. 8, ii. 4, John viii. 44; é« rije dAnOelas elvat, 1 John ii. 21, John 
XVili. 37; éx rov StaBdAov elva, 1 John iii. 8, John viii. 44; éx rov Geov 
elvas, 1 John iii. 10, iv. 1, John vii. 17, viii. 47; éx rod rdopov etva, 1 John 
iv. 5, John viii. 23; é ro¥ xédcpouv Aadeiv, 1 John iv. 5, cf. John iii. 31; 
€x ths ys Aadely, dv air@ pévoper, xa avrds dv Huty, 1 John iv. 13, 14, f., 
ef. John vi. 56, xv. 4, f.; év rj oxorig, év r@ hort mepurareiy, 1 John ii. 11, 
i. 6, John viii. 12, xii. 35; yewdonew rdv Gedy, or Xpiordy, 1 John ii. 3, 4, 
13, 14, iv. 6,7, 8, v. 20, John xv. 3, xvii. 255; dpay rdv Gedy, 1 John iv. 
20, John i. 18, vi. 46, xix. 9; ry Wuyny davrod riOdvat, 1 John iii. 16, John 
x. 11, 17, 18, xv. 135; dpapriay gyew, 1 John i. 8, John ix. 41, xv. 22, 24, 
xix. 115 yew Cony aldvoy or ry Conv, 1 John iii. 15, v. 12, f., John iii. 
15, f., 36, v. 24, 39, 40, vi. 40, 47, 54, x. 103 ov« ol8e rod twdye, 1 John 
li. 11, John xii. 35; peraBaivew éx rod Gavdrov eis rHv Conv, 1 John iii. 14, 
John v. 24; vxgv rov xéopov, 1 John v. 4, f., cf. ii. 13, 14, iv. 4, John 
Xvi. 33; paprupiay AauSdvew, 1 John v. 9, John iii. 11, 32, v. 34; alpew 
rv dpapriay, 1 John iii. 5, John i. 29, 36; 8svac6a: of moral possibility, 
1 John iii. 9, iv. 20, John v. 44, viii. 43, xiv. 17; mapd«Anros, 1 John ii. 1, 
John xiv. 16, and often ; dv6pwroxrdvos, 1 John iii. 15, John viii. 44; pet- 
(ov, 1 John iii. 20, iv. 4, v. 5, John xiv. 28; 5 povoyenjs vids, 1 John iv. 
9, John i. 14, 18, iii. 16, 18; évroAn, 1 John ii. 3, 4, 7,8, iii, 22, 23, 24, iv. 
21, v. 2,3, John x. 18, xii. 49, 50, xiii. 34, xiv. 15, 21, xv. 10, 12.— Af- 
Grmation and negation placed together: yevddueba cal ov rotodpey ry GAn- 
Gecav, 1 John i. 6, a8 apoddynce Kal ode npyncaro, John i. 20, cf. 1 John i. 
5, 8, il. 4, 10, 27, 28, with John i. 3, iii. 20, v. 24, vii. 18, xvi. 29, 30; 
explanation by antitheses placed side by side: 1 John ii. 9, 10, 11, 23, iii. 
6, 7, 8, iv. 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, v. 10, 12, John iii. 18, 20, 35, f., vii. 18, viii. 23, 
x. 10, ff.; progress, or more exact definition by antitheses: ov —‘dAAd, 1 
John ii. 2, 7, 21, iii. 18, iv. 1,10, 18, v. 6, 18, John i. 8, iii. 17, 28, iv. 14, 
v. 22, 30, 34, vi. 32,38, &c.; explanations of notions or things: avrn éorly 
9 ayyeXia, 1 John i. 5, iii. 11, and similar, ii. 25, iii. 10, 23, iv. 2, 9, f., 
17, 21, v. 3, 11, 14, John i. 19, iii. 19, vi. 29, 39, 40, xv. 12, xvii. 8. Cf. 
Eichhorn, II. 281, ff. Dan. Schulze, Der schriftstell. Charakter und Werth 
des Joh. 1803. 8vo. 

> {on of Christ, 1 John i. 1, 2, v. 11,20, Johni. 4, vi. 26, 35, 48, xi. 
25, &c. ; das of God and Christ, 1 John i. 5, 7, ii. 8, John i. 4, 5, 7, ff, 
iii. 19, and frequently ; paprupia and paprupety, 1 John v. 6,9, 10, 11, John 
v. 36, viii. 17, f. ; God’s love in the mission of Christ, 1 John iv. 9, John 
iii. 16; Christians the children of God, 1 John v. 1, John i. 12, f.; love the 
command of Christ, 1 John iii. 11, 16, 18,23, John xiii. 34, f., xv. 12, 14. 
The view of the expiatory sacrifice, i. 7, ii. 2, iv. 10, does not find sufficient 
confirmation in the Gospel (i. 29, vi. 51) ; as also the expectation of Christ’s 
return (1 John ii. 18, 28). 
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§ 177 b. 


The apostolic origin of the Epistle is attested by the al- 
most unanimous voice of antiquity. Papias and Polycarp 
knew and used it.» They are followed by Ireneus, Polycarp’s 
disciple.” In like manner, subsequent authorities confirm 
the acknowledgment of this work, which was classed among 
the Homologumena without opposition, that of the Alogi 
alone excepted.° 

* Papias, in Euseb. Ill. 39, see 4 109d, notec. Polycarp, Ep. ad Philipp. 
c. 7: Ids yap ds av pi oporoyy Incovy Xpiorov év capri éAnAvOevat, avri- 
xptorés e€orw, cf. 1 John iv. 3. 

> Fused. H. E. V.8: Meépmrat 8€ nal rijs "Iodvvov mpaorns émorodjs, 
paprupta €& atts mAelora eiadhéepwv. Tren. Cont. haeres. III. 15. 5,8, ef. 
1 John ii. 18, iv. 1-3, v. 1. 

¢ Clemens Alex. Strom. If. 389: daiverat 8€ nai "Iwdwns ev ry peifoms 
émorovj tas Ssahopas TG dpapriay éxdiddoxov év rovros* éav tis (Sy Tov 
ddekgdy atrod duapravovra, x.t.A. 1 John v.16. Tertull. Adv. Prax. c. 
15: Denique inspiciamus, quem Apostoli viderint. Quod vidimus, inquit 
Johannes, quod audivimus, oculis nostris vidimus, etc. 1Johni.1. Scor- 
piac.c. 12. Orig. in Euseb. H. BE. VI. 25: Karaké&tore 8€ xal émoroAny 
mavu Odltywv orixav: Eorw Sé cat Sevrépay Kal rpirny: érel ov mavres hack 
ynoiovus eivat ravras * mA od« elo oTixov auddrepat exardy. Eused. Ill. 25. 


§ 177 c. 


The doubts urged in modern times against the genuine- 
ness of this Epistle* rest on the following weak grounds : 
the Logology and the Antidocetic tendency of the Epistle 
betray an author of the second century, who was not the 
Apostle, but, as he describes himself in the Second and 
Third Epistles, the Presbyter John; from its eschatological 
representations, ii. 18, 22, 28, iii. 2, iv. 3, its different notion 
of wvevpa, ii. 1, 20, 27 (2), and the difference between v. 
6, f. and John xix. 34 (?), it belongs to an earlier form of 
doctrinal development. 

* Lange, Schriften des John iii. 4, ff. Cludius, Uransichten des Chri- 
stenth. p. 52, ff. Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 166, sqq. (On the contrary, 
Bertholdt, VI. 3210, ff. Lticke, Comment. p. 10, ff. Hemsen, Authent. d. 


Schr. d. Evang. Joh. p. 356, ff.) Zeller, in his Jbb. 1845. p. 588, f. 
(aptly refuted by Grimm, in Stud. u. Krit. 1847. p. 175, ff.). 
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Form, Destination, and Date. 


§ 178 a. 


As the work lacks the external form of an Epistle, some 
have been disposed to deny it the epistolary character.* 
But this want is supplied by its internal character, by its 
address to the readers, the dedication of the writing to them, 
and the references to their situation (i. 3, f., ii. 1, 7, f., 12- 
15, 18, 20, f., 24, 28, f.), by the somewhat loose connection 
of the ideas, and the way in which they are presented, the 
thought being in some passages rather suggested than ex- 
pressed, while in others we find repetitions.® 

The theory that attaches our Epistle to the Gospel as its 
practical® or polemic section,’ incorrectly apprehends its 
essential character, For it is manifestly written differently 
from the Gospel, and presupposes a more precisely defined 
circle of readers; and besides, it is difficult to explain, on 
this view, why all antiquity regarded the work as an Epistle 
and separated it from the Gospel. It is also not a work 
written to recommend or dedicate the Gospel, for it con- 
tains no clear references thereto, although it gains in point, 
if we presuppose not only the oral preaching of the author 
(this must be presupposed, i. 3, ii. 7,iv.14), but also his 
written teaching by the Gospel.‘ 

® Michaelis, Ein}. II. 1230. Cf. Eichhorn, II. 307, f. 

’ Ziegler, Der 1. Br. Joh. ein Sendschr. an eine bestimmte Gemeinde, 
&c., in Henke’s Mag. VI. 2. 796. Litcke, as above, p. 34. 

¢ Berger, Versuch e. moral. Ein]. ins N. T. JI. 118. 

4 Storr, Zweck d. evang. Gesch. u. Br. Joh. p. 313, ff. 

¢ Augusti, Kathol. Briefe, IJ. 182, ff. Hug, Einleit. IJ. § 68. The fact 
that in Cod. Cantabrig. the Epistles follow the Gospel proves nothing. 

€ Tatcke, p. 38. On the contrary, Credner, p. 680. 


§ 1785. 


The Latin superscription of the Epistle, ad Parthos,> 
originated in some error.” According to the Epistle itself, . 
the readers were (at least in part) Gentile Christians (v. 21). 
Hence the absence of Old Testament quotations, and the 
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warning against Docetism (iv. 2, f.). They were disci- 
ples of the Apostle (ii. 7), for he knows their spiritual con- 
dition (ii. 12, ff, 20, f., 27) ; and his epistolary communication 
seems but a continuation of his oral preaching (i. 3). As 
John’s later sphere of labor was in Asia Minor (§ 108), the 
Epistle seems to be addressed to several churches there as a 
circular letter.° | 


* Augustine, Tractatt. in 1. ep. Joh., according to the superscription, 
Quaest. evang. II. 39, in the text. Cassiodor. Institut. divin. litter. c. 14. 
Cod. 62, in Griesbach. 

» According to Whiston, Comment. p. 6, Hug, II. § 70, note, from smpés 
mapOevous, cf. Clemens Alex. Adumbratt. Opp. ed. Potter, p. 1011: Secun- 
da Joannis epistola, quae ad virgines scripta est, simplicissima est. Grot. 
(Prolegg.), Paulus (Die drei Lehrbr. p. 81, ff.), Schulthess (Theol. Ann. 
1828. p. 814, ff.), approve this superscription. 

¢ Hug’s supposition, that it was addressed to the community at Ephesus, 
is refuted by Liicke, p. 32. 


§ 178. 


There are no certain marks of the date of this Epistle. 
If it be true that the references and allusions presuppose 
the Gospel, it was written after that work. That its tone 
betrays the great age of its author, is an uncertain judgment 
of taste. There is no reference to the destruction of Jeru- 
salem in ii. 18.* 


» Arbitrary theories have been built on this passage by Hammond, Gro- 
tius, Calov, Lange, Michaélis, Hanlezn, and others, by Baronstus, Mill, Cleri- 
cus, and others. — In regard, also, to the place from which the Epistle was 
written, there are only uncertain conjectures. 


Occasion, Design, and Contents. 
§ 179 a. 


Various polemic tendencies have been ascribed to our 
Epistle :* against Jews and Jewish teachers ;" against 
Judaizing Christians, Ebionites, or apostate Jewish Chris- 
tians;° against Gnostics in general;4 against the Docete,° 
and against Cerinthus‘ in special; against the disciples 
of John; finally, against the Persico-Median philosophy. 
It must be admitted that the Epistle contains remarks 
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against false Christians and false teachers (Antichrists) ; 
first in general, ii. 18 — 26, then more specifically, iv. 1-6. 
Here the Docete are hardly to be mistaken; they may also 
be assumed before and in ‘i.1-3.! The allusion supposed 
by some, in iii. 4, to moral indifference in regard to the Law, 
which was, perhaps, also a peculiarity of the Docete,* is 
uncertain. All the other supposed tendencies are improb- 
able, especially those against apostate Jewish Christians 
and the disciples of John. 


* Car. Ch. Flatt, Diss. qua variae de antichristis et pseudoprophetis in 
1 Joh. ep. notatis sententiae modesto examini subjiciuntur. Tiib. 1809. 4to. 

> Léffler, Diss. Joan. ep. 1. Gnosticos imprimis impugnari negatur, in 
the Comment. theo]. Vol. I. Cf. Wunder, Utrum 1. Joan. ep. coetui e Ju- 
daeis et Judaeo-Christianis mixto scripta sit. 1799. 

° Semler, Paraphr. ep. Joan. p. 28, and on ii. 22. Titémann, De vestigiis 
Gnost. p. 179. Knapp, Script. var. arg. p. 157. — Lange, Schr. d. Joh. 
III. 19, ff. Eichhorn, II. 291, ff. 

4 Kleuker, Joh. Petrus u. Paulus als Christologen, p. 63, ff, 90, f Cf. 
his work, Ueb. d. Urspr. u. Zweck d. apostol. Briefe. 

* Schol. ap. Matthaei epp. cathol. ad iv. 3. p.130, ad iv. 2, p. aed, ef. 
Tertull. De carne Christi, c. 24. An unknown writer in Schmidt’s Bibli- 
oth. f. Kr. u. Exeget. I. 69, ff Schmidt, Einl. I. 317. Berthold, Licke, 
Credner, &c. . 

f Michaelis, Einl. II. 1520, ff., who also accepts the reference to the Do- 
cete. Storr, Ueb. d. Zweck der ev. Gesch., &o. p. 223, ff. 

& Storr, as above. 

h Paulus, as above, p. 45, ff. 

i Jgnat. Ep. ad Smyrn. c. 2: Kal ddnOas érabev, &s nal ddnOds dveorn- 
oev daurdv: ox Sowep admiorol ries A€yovow rd Soxeiy abrdy removGévas. 
c. 3: "Ey ydp cat pera ri avdoracw é€v capri airdy olda nal moretio 
dvra. Kal dre mpds rovs mepl Ieérpoy prev, éhy adrois: AdBere, Wydady- 
caré pe xal Were, rs ove elul Satudvnoy dodparoy: Kal ev6ds avrod Fyravro, 


cal énlorevoay, xparnOévres tf) api airod cal ro mvevpari. .... ouve- 
dayev avrois nal cuverev os capxicds. C. 4.5; .... mavra bropeva, avrov 


pe evOuvapodrros, Tou reAeiou dvOparrou yevopevov, dv rives dyvooivres dpvody- 
rat.... rl ydp pe aede ris, ef eve draivet, rov b€ Kupidy pou Braodnpel, 
pi) dpodoydy avrdy capxoddpoy. Ad Ephes.c.7: Els larpés dori capxixds re 
xal mvevparixds, yevynros xal ayévyytos, €y capKi yevdpevos beds. Ad 
Trallian. c. 9: .... 8s adnOas eyenOn .... dAnOds éd:byOn .... adnbas 
€orauvpoOn xal anéGavev, x... Polycarp, ad Phil., see § 177, note a. 
Cf. 1 John iv. 2: av wvedpa & dpodoyet "Incoty Xpiordy év capri éAn- 
AvOdra, éx rod Oeod éorw. i. 1:*O hy aw’ dpyijs, & denxdaper, 8 dapdxa- 
pev vois 6pOadpois Hay, 8 dbeacdueda, xai al xeipes Huadv eynrAddn- 
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gay. ii. 22: Tis éorw 5 Wevorns, ef py 56 dpvovpevos rs "Inaots ovx 
€orw 6 Xptoros ; 

k Jgnat. Ep. interpol. ad Trallian. c. 6: Kal ob vopov cvoticovoty, adr’ 
iva dvopiay xarayyeiAwot. John iii.4: Has 6 wody tiv dpapriay, cal ryy 
dvopiay motet+ Kai duapria €orly  dvopia. 

1 Liicke, p. 72, ff. — Ch. ii. 19 is not to be understood of the external sep- 
aration of these Antichrists. 


§ 179 b. 


The polemic design, which must be admitted, is not the 
main design of the Epistle. This is rather to exhort its 
readers to obedience to the Christian fundamental law of 
holiness and love, and, in necessary connection with this, to 
faith in the Son of God (who was really manifested), and 
hence, also, to steadfastness in faith. In this last connec- 
tion, though in a subordinate position, the above references 
occur. 

After the introduction, in which the verity of the facts of 
the Christian salvation is confirmed (i. 1-4), the writer, — 
1. reminds his readers of God’s holiness and of the funda- 
mental law of love, and that communion with God can 
consist only in freedom from sins and fulfilment of His 
commands (i. 9-11. 11); then, after an appeal intended to 
awaken the Christian feeling of moral superiority to sin 
and the world (ii. 12-14), he warns them against love of 
the world (ii. 15-17) and against Antichrists, and exhorts 
them to steadfastness (ii.18-—28). 2. He reminds them 
once more of the moral condition indispensable to God’s 
communion or sonship, whose consummation is a good 
conscience and peace with God (ii. 29 —iii. 24), and again 
warns them more distinctly against false teachers (iv. 1 — 6). 
Finally, 3. he again exhorts, especially to brotherly love, by 
which alone communion with God is attainable (iv. 7 — 21), 
and for which a firm faith is necessary in the incarnation 
and mission of Christ. This faith conquers the world, gives 
life (v. 1 - 18), and results in confidence towards God as the 
hearer of prayer and intercession. The Apostle speaks of 
the last topic, which leads him to other thoughts (v. 14-21). 
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Second and Third Epistles. Their Genuineness. 


§ 180 a. 


These Epistles belong to the Antilegomena, although sup- 
ported by a very respectable tradition. Clement of Alezan- 
dria was acquainted with several Epistles of John, certainly 
with the Second, at least. In Muratori’s fragment on the 
canon, two Epistles of John are mentioned. Origen states 
doubts against the two smaller Epistles, but does not decide 
against them. Dionysius of Alexandria, on the other hand, 
draws from them, as genuine Johannic writings, proofs 
against the Apocalypse. Jreneus acknowledged at least 
the Second Epistle as Johannic.* 

Eusebius, probably on account of Origen’s doubts, per- 
haps also of theirexclusion from the Syrian canon,” reckons 
them among the Antilegomena®’ Although the general 
opinion became afterwards more favorable, and Jerome 
himself considered them genuine, he yet mentions the doubts 
urged against them.! ; 


* Clem. Alex. Strom. Jib. If. p. 389, see § 1775, note c. Adumbratt. 
Opp. ed. Potter. p. 1011, see § 1786, noted. Cf. Eused. H. E. VI. 14, 
see § 1763, note a. Origen, in Euseb. VI. 25, see § 177, notec. Dionys. 
Alex. in Euseb. VII. 25: "AAX’ ov8e dv 17 Bevrépg hepopevy ‘Iwdvvov kai rpi- 
mn, xairot Bpaxeias oScats émorodais, 6 *lodvns dvopactt mpdxecrat, dAN’ 
dvovunas 6 mpecBvrepos yétyparras. Cf. Ruseb. II]. 25: riv epopeyny 
"Iwdvvou mporépayv. Iren. Adv. Haeres. I. 163: "Iadw7s 8é, 6 rot xvplov pa- 
Onrns, érérewe rijv xaradleny atrdyv, pndé xaipew avrois Ud’ nuav A€yerOat 
BovAnbeis: 6 yap A€yav avrois, dnol, xaipey, rowvovet, x. 7. A., cf. 2 John 11. 
Ib. III. 6. 8: Et discipulus ejus Joannes in praedicta (1. Joa.) epistola fu- 
gere eos praecepit, etc., cf. 2 John 7, 8. 

b Cosmas Indicopl. De mund. lib. VII., in Galland. Bibl. Patr. XI. 535: 
Tapa Suposs 8¢ ef pr al rpeis pdvas al rpoyeypaupevas ovy etpioxovrar: Aéyo 
3¢ "laxéBov, Térpov xal *ladyvov. Cf. Hug, Einl. I. § 64. 

¢ H. E. Ill. 25: Téy 8° avyriteyopévoy ... . h dvopalouern Sevrépa Kal 
tplrn ‘lwdyvov, ef re Tov evayyeAcorod rvyxdvovcas, ef re Kal drépov Suovdpou 
éxelvy. 

4 De vir. ill. c. 9: Soripsit autem Joannes et unam epistolam .... quae 
ab universis ecclesiasticis et eruditis viris probatur. Reliquae autem duae, 
quarum principium Senior ....Joanni Presbyteri asseruntur, cujus et hodie 
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alterum sepulcrum apud Ephesios ostenditur. Cf., on the contrary, Ep. ad 
Paullin. (7) 107, ad Evagr. 80. 


§ 180 b. 


Supported by these doubts, modern® writers have also on 
internal grounds denied the Apostolic authorship of these 
Epistles, and attributed them to John the Presbyter, viz. :— 
1. Because, contrary to the Apostle’s practice, the author 
gives himself a name,—o mpeoBurepos. But ina private let- 
ter of this kind it is natural that he should name himself; and 
this appellation, if taken in a distinguishing sense, applies 
better to the Apostle John than in its commonly accepted 
sense to the other John; to which may be added, that the lat- 
ter cannot have held the high position of which the author of 
the Third Epistle is conscious. 2. It is true that the char- 
acter of the language, though in general Johannic, shows 
some variations ;» but if the Apostle be not the author, 2 
John 5—7, 3 John 12, must have been written from remi- 
niscences or imitation, which indicate a dependence not to 
be supposed in regard to the Presbyter John, whom Papias 
places almost in a line with the Apostles.°. 

® Erasmus, Grotius, Fritzsche (Bemerkk. tib. d. Brr. Joh., in Henke’s 
Mus. III. 1), Paulus (as above, p. 262, ff), Credner (Einl. p. 689, ff.), 
Jachmann (Comment. ub. d. kath. Brr. theol. Mitarbb. II. 4). Liicke also 
seems to incline in that direction, see Comm. u. d. Evang. Joh. 3d ed. 
[. 29, f. 

> The following are Johannic: peévecy év rex, 2 John 9, 1 Joh. ii. 27, iii. 
9; éxew Gedy, 2 John 9, 1 John ii. 23 ; spay Gedy, 3 John 11, 1 John iv. 20; 
é€x rov Geou eivat, 3 John 11, 1 John iii. 10; iva } yapa Hydy 7 wewAnpwpern, 
2 John 12, 1 John i. 4; airy .... Wa, 2 John 6; affirmation and negation 
side by side, 2 John 9; explanation by antitheses, 2 John 9; progression or 
more exact definition by antitheses, ov .... dAAd, 2 John 5: explanation of 
notions and things, 2 John 6. The following, on the other hand, are 
striking : xvpios (wanting in AB aad other authorities) I. Xp., 2 John 3; 
et res, ver. 10, for édy res, 1 John ii. 1, 15, iv. 20, v. 16; ddaxny pépew, ib.; 
kowevecy, ver. 11; repimateiy xara, ver. 6; pec{drepos, 3 John 4; mtordy 
wove, ver. 5, and others. 

* Grimm, in the Allg. Encycl. 2. Sect. XXII. 76. Cf. Exeg. Handb. 
I. 3. 275, f. 

On other objections, see Bertholdt, VI. 3645, f. Liicke, as above, p. 
344, ff Exeg. Haadb. I. 3. 273. 
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Destination, Design, and Date. 


§ 181 a. 


The Second Epistle is addressed to a Christian (éxAext7) 
lady («vpia), or, better, to a Christian woman named Kyria,* 
not to any single Christian community or to the whole 
Christian Church.® 

We know nothing of Caius, to whom the Third Epistle 
is addressed. Of the Christians bearing this name in the 
New Testament, Rom. xvi. 23, 1 Cor. i. 14, Acts xix. 29, 
xx. 4, the claims of each as recipient of this Epistle have 
been supported on various grounds.° But it is better to 
suppose an otherwise unknown man in the neighborhood 
of Ephesus, and belonging to some other place than the 
dwelling-place of Kyria. 

* We cannot, with Grotius, Wetstein, and others, regard éxAexry as a 
proper name, because of the position of the words, and ver. 13. Knauer, 
in Stud. u. Krit. 1833. II. 452, ff., conjectures that Kyria is the mother of 
Jesus. 

> Clemens Alex. Adumbratt.: ....scripta est (sec. ep.) ad quandam 
Babyloniam, Electam nomine, significat autem electionem Ecclesiae sanc- 
tae. Cf. 1 Pet.v. 13. Hieron. Ep. (91) 123, ad Ageruchiam, § 12: Le- 
gimus in carminum libro: .... una est columba mea, perfecta mea: una 
est matri suae, electa genetrici suae. Ad quam scribit idem Joannes epi- 
stolam, Senior Electae Dominae et filiis ejus. Cf. Wolf, Curae ad 2 Joh. 
1. Michaélis, Hin). II. 1564. Augusti, Kath. Br. II. 205. Exeg. Handb. 

. 274. 

: © Wolf, Cur. ad 3 John 1. Augusti, Kath. Br. II. 210. Bertholdt, VI. 
3650. According to Mill, Prolegg. § 152, the Bishop Caius was at Perga- 
mus (Constitutt. Ap. VII. 46). 


§ 181 3. 


The design of the Second Epistle is to confirm Kyria in 
Christian truth and love, and to warn her of false teachers. 
The Third Epistle asks the well-known, praiseworthy hos- 
pitality of Caius in behalf of travelling Christians (ver. 5 
- 8), and, on the other hand, expresses disapprobation of the 
refractoriness of a certain Diotrephes (ver. 9-11). Both 
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were written shortly before a journey (perhaps of inspection) 
of the Apostle, probably after the First Epistle, from the 
similarity of 2 John 7 to 1 John ii. 18, ff. 


V. Epistle of Jude. 


Chr. Fr. Schmid, Observatt. hist. crit. theol. Lips. 1768,— Herder, 
Briefe zweener Briider, &c., see above, p. 323. — Der Br. Juda ubers, u. 
erliut, aus e. feu erdffn. morgenlind. Quelle v. J. G. Hasse. Jen. 1788. — 
Morus, Erkl. d. Br. an d. Rém. u. d. Br. J., see above, p. 262. — Ep. Judae 
Graece, perp. comment. illustr. ab H. E. Al. Hanlein. 2d ed. Erl. 1799. — 
M. T. Laurmann, Collectanea s. nott. crit. et commentar. Groning. 1818. 
— Schneckenburger, Scholien, in his Beitrr. p. 214, ff. 


The Author. 
§ 182. 


The author calls himself Jude, servant of Jesus Christ, 
brother of James (ver.1). As this James, through his relation- 
ship to whom he makes himself known, must have been a 
man of distinction, and can scarcely be supposed another 
than the head of the Jewish Christians and brother of the 
Lord (§ 167); and as Eusebius, III. 19, f, mentions a Jude, 
brother of the Lord, and among the brethren of Jesus a 
Judas is mentioned (Matt. xiii.55, Mark vi. 3); the decision 
as to his person depends on that concerning this James. 
They who regard the son of Alpheus and the brother of 
the Lord as one and the same person, are quite consistent 
in regarding our Jude likewise as an Apostle, and as that 
"Iovdas "IaxwBov, sc. adedhos, Luke vi. 16, Acts i. 13, whom 
they identify with Lebbeus or Thaddeeus.* But we who 
discriminate between James the brother of the Lord and 
James the son of Alpheus, and do not regard the former as 
one of the Twelve, regard also this Jude, his brother, as not 
an Apostle, especially as he seems (ver. 17) to make a dis- 
tinction between the Apostles and himself.> 


* Bertholdt, VI. 696, ff. Win. RWB. I. 632, ff Schneckenburger, 
Beitr. 218. Among the ancients, Tertullian and Origen (?) consider our 
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Jude as an Apostle, cf. § 184. Eichhorn (Einl. III. 2), who thinks that 
the author is not the brother of James the son of Alphwus, but an unknown 
Jude, and Jessten, De authentia Ep. Jud. p. 47, who thinks James the 
brother of the Lord is the same person as James the son of Alpheus, and 
our Jude his brother, but not the Apostle Judas, brother of James, are in- 
consistent. So Wieseler, in Stud. u. Krit. 1842. p. 120, f. 

» So Herder, Hug (wavering), J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Credner, Neudecker, 
Reuss. Also Clem. Alex. Adumbratt. Opp. ed, Potter, II. 1007: Judas, 
qui catholicam scripsit epistolam, frater filiorum Joseph, extans valde reli- 
giosus, cum sciret propinquitatem Domini, non tamen dixit, se ipsum fra- 
trem ejus esse, sed quid dixit? Judas, servus Jesu Christi, utpote Domini, 
frater autem Jacobi. Cf., however, § 167 c, notes a,c. — Schott’s opinion is 
groundless, that our Jude is the brother of an Apostle James, and at the 
same time one with Judas Barsabas. Welker, Clavis, p. 157, f., also con- 
siders him one with the latter. Dahl (Dissert., quoted above) supposed a 
certain presbyter. Grolius regarded the fifteenth Bishop of Jerusalem 
(Euseb. 1V. 5) as author, and in consequence struck out the words déeAd. 
dé "lax. 


Readers, Design, Contents, and Date. 


§ 183. 


The Epistle is addressed to Christians in general (ver. 1) ; 
but the author had in mind a specific circle, in which certain 
corrupt men sought a living.* The current notion that they 
were false teachers has been erroneously transferred from 
2 Peter to this Epistle.” To warn against these, and to de- 
clare their punishment, is the design of the composition. 
The author, after a short introduction (ver. 3), proceeds im- 
mediately to this subject: that into the circle of his readers 
certain godless, lascivious, slanderous men have crept, who 
through their feastings desecrated the Lord’s Supper, were 
discontented, factious, and breeders of dissension; whose 
punishment was long ago foretold in the Old Testament 
and prophesied by Enoch, and their appearance predicted by 
the Apostles (ver.4-—19). He then closes with the exhorta- 
tion and the wish that his readers may remain steadfast in 
goodness (ver. 20-23). The determination of the date is 
not facilitated by the fact that the destruction of Jerusalem 
is not mentioned in ver. 5-7, nor by the use of the Book of 
Enoch, ver. 14, as the date of this book is itself uncertain. 
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Jude must, however, have written ata pretty late period, for 
some time must have elapsed ere the Book of Enoch could 
have gained currency and estimation. 

* Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 225, thinks that the depreciation of the an- 
gels, ver. 8, is the contrast to the religious system combated in the Epistle 
to the Colossians, and the readers are therefore to be sought in those re- 
gions. Oredner, p. 616, on the other hand, seeks them in Palestine, and 
finds delineated the then condition of the church there in the passages from 
Hegesippus in Euseb. III. 32: .... péxps trav rore xpdvor mapbévos xabapa 
kal adivapOopos epervey 7 exxAnoia, év adnA@ mov oxdres Podevdvroy eicére 
Tore TaY el Kai Twes innpyov mapapbeipery emtyetpovrtay Tov ty} Kavdva TOU 
getnpiov knpvyparos. ‘Qs 8€ 6 lepds ray amoordéAwy xopis Scadopoy eiAndes 
Tov Biov réAos .... Tnvixadra ris dbéov mAdNs THY apxny EAdpBavey 7 GUCTA- 
ais dia THs érepodidaoxdAwy anarns: of cai dre pndevos ert Tay arrocTéAov 
Aetropevou .... THY Yevdavupoyv yyaoty avrunpurrew émexeipovy. But 
as the last words, and the passage IV. 22, still more clearly show, Hegesip- 
pus referred to Gnostic sects, of which no trace exists here. 

> Cf., on the contrary, Schneckenburger, as above, p. 222. 

¢ Taurence and Hoffmann place it under Herod the Great (Hoffm. Das B. 
Hen. I. 23, ff.), Liicke (Einl. in d. Offenb. Joh. p. 58) after the destruction 
of Jerusalem. 


Genuineness and Ohurch Acceptance. 
§ 184 a. 


No important objection to the genuineness of this Epistle 
can be made good; neither the use of the apocryphal Book 
of Enoch,* nor the resemblance of ver. 24, f. to Rom. xvi. 
25, nor a style of writing which betrays a certain familiarity 
with the Greek tongue.» The Epistle is the less open to 
suspicion, as the author does not distinctly claim to be an 
Apostle, nor can a pretext for forgery be discovered. 


* The citation of an apocryphal book is not strictly unworthy of a writer 
of the apostolic age. The late origin of the Book of Enoch can alone ex- 


cite question. 
> Schmidt, Ein]. I. 314, Bertholdt, VI. 3194, suppose an Aramaic origi- 


nal. Cf. Schott, Isag. § 104. 


§ 184 b. 


Several of the ancient Church writers strongly favor the 
Epistle, and speak of it with high respect... The ancient 
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catalogue of the Canon of the Bible in Muratori (Part I. 
§ 21) also mentions it. Others, on the contrary, had doubts 
of its genuineness: it was not in the Syriac canon, even 
Origen refers to such doubts,” and Eusebius classes it 
among the Antilegomena”® Perhaps, however, these doubts 
arose from the objectionable character of ver. 14.4 In the 
fourth century it was, with the other Antilegomena, adopted 
into the canon of the Church (Part I. §§ 26, 27). 


® Clemens Alex. Strom. III. 431: *Emt rovrwy (of the Carpocratians) 
oipas kat ray dpoioy alipécewy mpodnriaés “lovday dv ry émiarody cipnxévat. 
Paedag. III. 239: Eidéva: yap spas, gnow 6 “Iov’as, BovAopat, Gre 5 Geds 
dnaf, x.r.X., cf. Jude 5,6, 11; cf. Huseb. VI. 14; see § 176 4, note a. 
Orig. Comment. in Matth. HI. 463: "Iov8as fypawew émroAny ddtydortxov 
pév, werAnpopévny 8€ ray Tis ovpaviou ydptros éppepévay Acyor. Comment. 
in ep.ad Rom. 1V. 549: Judas apostolus in epistola catholica dicit (Jud. 6.). 
Homil. VII. in Jos. I. 412: Petrus etiam duabus epistolarum suarum per- 
sonat tubis, Jacobus quoque et Judas. De princip. III. 2. I. 138: Et 
primo quidem in Genesi serpens Evam seduxisse describitur: de quo in 
Ascensione Moysi, cujus libelli meminit in epistola sua Aposiolus Judas, 
Michaé] Archangelus cum diabolo disputans de corpore Moysi ait a diabolo 
inspiratum serpentem causam exstitisse praevaricationis Adae et Evae. (It 
may be doubted, with Oredner, whether this predicate Aposiolus comes 
from Origen.) Tertull. De habitu fem. c. 3: Eo accedit, quod Enoch apud 
Judam Apostolum testimonium possidet. 

> Comment. in Matth. III. 814: E2 8¢ «al rjy lovda mpdcoroe tis émoro- 
Any (which, from the context, means merely, If any one will yet adduce the 
Epistle of Jude, cf. Schott, Isag. § 103, note 1). On this account, Eused. 
H. E. VI. 25, also does not give it as in the canon of Origen. 

°*H. E. TIT. 25. II. 23. fin.: Od sodAol yotr ray makaey adris (of the 
Epistle of James) éuynpovevoay, as ovd€ ris Aeyouéms ‘lovda, peas nal adris 
otons ray érrd Aeyopévev xabodicav. “Opws de iopev xal ravras pera roy 
Aowray ev wAciorats Sednpooevpevas exxAngias. 

@ Hieronym. Catal. Serr. eccl. s. v. Judas: Judas frater Jacobi, parvam 
quidem, quae de septem catholicis est, epistolam reliquit. Et quia de libro 
Enoch, qui apocryphus est, in ea assumit testimonium, a plerisque rejicitur : 
tamen auctoritatem vetustate jam et usu meruit, ut inter sacras scriptaras 
computetur. 

The following modern writers deny apostolic origin to the Epistle: Lu- 
ther (in Walch, XIV. 150), Grotius, Bolten, Dahl, Berger (Moral. Einl. in 
d. N. T. II. 395), Schwegier ; the majority, however, accept it as genuine. 
Cf. the Diss. by Jessten, referred to above. 
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CHAPTER XI. 


THE REVELATION OF JOHN. 


Andreae, Episc. Caesar. in Cappad., Commentarii in Apoc. Gr.c. Theodor. 
Peltani vers. ed. Frid. Sylburg. Basil. 1596, fol. — Arethae, Epise. Caesar. 
in Cappad., Explanatt. in Apoc.,in Oecumenii Opp. ed. Paris. Tom. II. — 
Dav. Parei Comm., in his Opp. theol. Heidelb. 1628. I. 1067, sqq. — 
Camp. Vitringa, ’Avdxpiots Apoc. Fran. 1705.— J. A. Bengel, Erk. 
Offenb. Joh. 1740, and often. — Firmin Abauzit, Discours hist. sur |’ Apoca- 
lypse. 1770 (previously, 1730, in English). — Christoph Harenberg, Erk. etc. 
1759. — Hartwig, Apologie d. Offenb. 1780. 1783. 4 Parts. — Apocalyp- 
sis a c. IV. ad finem illustrandae tentamen. Auct. J, Sim. Herrenschnei- 
der, Argent. 1786. 4to. — Mapavaa, das Buch der Zukunft des Herrn, des 
N. T. Siegel (by Herder). Rig. 1779.— (Johannsen) Die Offenb. Joh. od. 
d. Sieg d. Christenth. uber Judenth. u. Heidenth. Flensb. 1788.— J. G. 
Eichhorn, Comment. in Apoc. Joh. Tom. I. Il. Gott. 1791.— S8.G. Lange, 
Die Schriften Johannis, 1. Th]. d. Apok. enth. Neustr. 1795. — Der Sieg 
d. Christenth. tiber Juden- und Heidenth. od. d. Offenb. Joh. neu tibers. u. 
m. Anmerkk. u. Exc. erl. von F. W. Hagen. Eri. 1796.—N. T. ed. 
Kopp. Tom. X. contin. Heinrichs. — G. H. Ewald, Comment. in Apoc. 
Joh. exeg. et crit. Lips. 1828.— F. A. L. Matthdi, Die Offenb. Joh. aus d. 
Gr. tibers. u. mit vollst. Erk]. begleitet. Gott. 1828. 2 Parts.— J. M. A. 
Scholz, Die Apok. d. h. Joh. erklart a. in e. hist. krit. Hinl. erlautert. Frkf. 
1828. — Die Offenbarung Johannis metrisch ubersetzt von Miinter. 2d ed. 
Kop. 1806. — Johannes des Gottbesprachten eschatologische Gesichte, ge- 
nannt: die Apokalypse; Ubersetzt, auf ihre Kunstform zurtickgefiibrt, und 
zum Erstenmal erklart, auch fur Nicht-Gelehrte von Friedr. Jac. Ziillig. 
(Also with the title: Die Offenbarung Johanuis volistandig erklart.) Stuttg. 
1834, 1840. 2 Parts.— Prideaux Tregelles, see above, § 48c, note d. — 
Fr. Lticke, Versuch e. volist. Einleit. in d. Offenb. Joh. und in d. ges. apo- 
kalypt. Litteratur. Bonn. 1832. 


Nature of the Book. 


§ 185 a. 


The Revelation (disclosing of the future, cf. 1 Pet. i. 12) 
of John belongs, according to its nature, to the class of pro- 
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phetie writings (§ 62). Christian antiquity shows several 
of these, among them the Revelation of Peter* Its basis is 
Jesus’s prediction of his return, Matt. xvi. 27, f., xxiv. 29 
(although not in harmony with the details in Matt. xxiv., 
especially ver. 2, 15), xxvi. 64, and it attaches itself to the 
Old Testament prophecies, more, however, to the later than 
the earlier, especially to Daniel, being almost wholly sym- 
bolical.» The Old Testament prophetical style is somewhat 
modified by the address to the seven churches, i. 4 — iii. 22,° 
which follows the usual announcement of the work as a 
prophecy, i. 1-3. 


* Clemens Alex. commented on it, see Fiuseb. H. E. VI. 14, $1768, note a. 
In the Canon of Muratori (Part I. § 21) it is placed next to the Revelation 
of John. On the contrary, Euseb. III. 24: “Ev rots véOots xatarerdy Ow 
kal ray Tlavdov mpagewy 9 ypadny, & re Neydspevos trouuny Kal 9 dmroxdAvyns 
Uérpov. Sozomen, VII. 19: Ovrw yodr riy xadoupévny "AmoxaAuw Iérpov 
as wiOoy ravredas mpds trav dpxaiwy Soxpacbeicay ev ricw éxxAnoias ris 
Hakaorims eicért viv drat éxdorov €rovs dvaywookopeyny Cyvapev ev rij 
NMEpg wapackeurs fv evAaBds dyay 6 Aads wnoreves Emi dvapynoes Tod corn- 
plov mdOous. Cf. Fabric. Cod. apocr. N. T. II. 940. — The Shepherd of Her- 
mas, according to its first part, also belongs to this class of writings. The 
Book of Enoch (translated from Ethiopic into English by Rich. Laurence, 
Oxf. 1821, into German with continuous commentary, detailed introduction, 
and illustrative dissertations by A. G. Hoffmann, 1 Abth. Jen. 1833) and the 
Fourth Book of Ezra are Jewish productions of the same kind. The Sid- 
ylline Books are in part of Christian origin. Cf. Liicke, Einl. in d. Offenb. 
Joh. p. 43, ff. 

> Nothing can be more unfortunate than the thought that it is a dramatic 
work (Dav. Pareus, Prooem. ad Comm. in Apoc. [Heidelb. 1618], c. 3, 
Hartwig, Eichhorn, Matthaei, Feilmoser, and others). 

° Cf. Ewald, p. 14. Lilcke, p. 156, ff. And yet it is incorrect to say 
that the whole has the form of a letter. Though this is true of the 
greeting, xxii. 21, it is not of xxii. 16 (the words of Christ, not of the 
author). e 


§ 185 b. 


The symbolical garb in which the prophecies are clothed 
presents to the interpreter a great difficulty, one on which 
even modern interpreters have, in part, been wrecked.* An- 
other difficulty lies, on the one hand, in the determination of 
the historic point of view from which the revelation of the 

47 
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future is to be apprehended. This was long neglected, until 
the time of Lud. ab Alcassar® among the Catholics, and of 
Grotius among the Protestants, and even longer by the 
latter, especially through Bengel’s mistake ; many, even at 
the present day, pay it no attention. On the other hand, it 
has cost much pains to define precisely the historic hori- 
zon of the seer, and the actual amount of what he foresaw 
(see § 186, note a). However strongly the historic stand- 
point is to be asserted, we must yet insist also that the work 
contains an ideally prophetic element, which has force even 
for us.4 

* See Bleek, Beitrag z. Kritik u. Deutung d. Offenbar. Joh. Berlin. 
Theol. Zeitschr. II. 253, ff. 

> Vestigatio arcani sensus in Apocalypsi. Antw. 1614. fol. Cf. Liicke, 
as above, p. 532, ff. Also Bossuet, L’Apocalypse avec une explic., Par. 
1690, proceeded from the historic stand-point. 

¢ Steudel, Ueb. d. richtige Auffassungsweise d. Apokalypse, in Bengel’s 
Archiv. IV. 2. 

4 Liicke, Apokalypt. Studien. Stud. u. Krit. II. 2. p. 304. 


Design and Contents. 
§ 186. 


As one object of all prophecy, even that of Daniel, is 
comfort and warning, so also here its first and chief aim is 
to stimulate the Christians to steadfastness and fidelity 
under persecution (xiii. 7, 10, xiv. 12, f., cf. i. 9, ii. 10, iii.10), 
and then to exhort the Jews (xi. 13) and Gentiles (xiv. 6, f.) 
to conversion, by the prophecy of the speedy coming of the 
judgment and of the triumph of God’s kingdom. The horta- 
tory portion is found chiefly in the address to the seven 
churches, which forms the introduction to the prophecy (i. 4 
~iii. 22). The prophecy, in its form a vision and visual rep- 
resentation of the hidden future (iv. 1 — xxii. 5), contains the 
following leading particulars: — 1. Calamities which pre- 
cede the advent of the kingdom of God (vi. 1 - 8, 12-17, 
vill. 6-18, ix., xvi. 1-11); 2. The judgment on Jerusalem 
and the conversion of the remaining inhabitants (xi. 13) ; 
3. The judgment on Babylon (Rome) and heathendom, the 
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chaining of Satan (xix. 1-xx. 3),— the main catastrophe 
and a chief point in the Apocalypse; 4. The first resur- 
rection and the thousand years’ kingdom (xx.4-6); 5. New 
outbreak of Satan, the final decisive victory over him, de- 
scent of the New Jerusalem, eternal blessedness (xx. 7- 
xxii. 5). As these topics admitted of but little develop- 
ment, or the prophet-poet was unequal to the task," he 
made use of an artificial mode of development, in which 
it was his purpose, by slowness and delay, partly to set forth 
a succession of scenes, and partly to excite expectation. 
There are two series of development, the one preparatory, 
iv. —xi., which leads to the judgment on Judaism,* the other 
(xiv. 6 to the end) leading to the final decision. The latter 
is preceded by an explanation (xii. 1 —xiv. 5) intended to 
point out the enemies of Christ and his kingdom, and par- 
ticularly to introduce the heathenism and antichristianity 
which are to be overcome.? 


* Since Eichhorn, critics have usually found the victory of Christianity over 
Judaism, and the destruction of Jerusalem, in the first of these series of de- 
velopment, and in the second the overthrow of heathenism ; but the plagues, 
vi. —ix., strike equally all the peoples of the earth, and Jerusalem shall, 
after being subject to the heathen for a space of time (xi. 2, cf. Dan. ix. 
26, 27), be but partially destroyed by an earthquake (xi. 13). What re- 
mains to the end of chap. xviii. is plainly directed against heathenism, and 
forms the proper kernel of the revelation (i. 1 refers to xvii.1). Cf. Bleek, 
as above, p. 260, ff. The older historical interpreters, Abauzit, Wetstein, 
Herder, and Hartwig, erred also in finding, in the second part, only the vic- 
tory over Judaism. Zilllig repeated this. 

> |. First Series of Development. The book of fate with the seven seals 
is given to the Lamb to be opened (iv., v.). But the opening of the first 
six seals (vi., vii.) is only introductory. After the opening of the seventh, 
the decision is delayed by the consequences being dependent on the sound- 
ing of seven trumpets, with the last three of which éhree woes are connected. 
Siz of these trumpets bring great plagues and the approach of the judg- 
ment (viii., ix.). Before the seventh trumpet sounds, solemn announcement 
of the complete revelation of the divine mystery is made, which is con- 
tained in a book given to the prophet to swallow (x.). Announcement of 
the possession of the Holy City by the heathen for a period of time (xi. 1, f.). 





* He had no presentiment of the actual historical process which Chris- 
tianity must pass through. 
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Appearance and martyrdom of two prophets (xi. 3-12). Judgment on 
Jerusalem and conversion of the remaining inhabitants (xi. 13). The ¢hird 
woe and the seventh trumpet (xi. 14, f.). Proclamation and preparatory 
celebration of the victory of God and Christ in heaven (xi. 14-19). 
II. 1. Explanation. Introduction of the enemies of Christ and his king- 
dom. Satan, being hurled out of heaven after a vain attempt to destroy 
Christ, fiercely persecutes the Christians (xii.). Antichrist (Nero) and 
heathen priestdom come on the stage in the form of beasts (xni.). The 
victory of Christ and his followers foreseen (xiv.1-5). 2%. Second Series 
of Development. Announcement of the downfall of Rome and of judgment 
on the heathen (xiv. 6-20). Seven angels receive seven bowls, from which 
the anger of God shall be poured out upon the earth (xv.). The first four 
bring four general plagues (xvi. 1—9), the last ¢hree destruction to Rome 
(xvi. 10-21). Announcement and celebration of the destruction of this 
godless city by the instrumentality of that beast himself (xvii., xviii., xix. 
1-10). Christ’s victory over both beasts, and the chaining of Satan (xix. 
11-—xx. 3). First resurrection and thousand years’ kingdom (xx. 4-6). 
Last conflict and victory, destruction of Satan (xx.7- 10). Judgment of the 
world (xx. 11-15). New Jerusalem, eternal blessedness (xxi. 1 - xxii. 5). 
Epilogue (xxii. 6-21). Cf. Reuss, Allg. Encyklop. 2. Sect. XXII. 84, fff. 


Date of Composition. 
§ 187. 


In determining the date, a point which materially affects 
his whole view of the book, the critic must pay no heed to 
the doubtful accounts of the Fathers regarding John’s al- 
leged banishment to Patmos (§ 108 B, note a), or to their opin- 
ions as to the date of the composition,* but must rely on the 
internal grounds alone. Chap. xi. 1, f. assumes that Jeru- 
salem was yet standing, and proves, accordingly, that the 
work was composed before the destruction of that city.” 
Chap. xvii. 10, also, according to which the book was writ- 
ten during the reign of the sixth Emperor, may refer to the 
same period, if Galba, and not Vespasian, be reckoned the 
sixth. That the book was written after Nero’s death is 
clear from the expectation of his return (xvii. 11), and from 
the allusions to the persecutions of the Christians under 
him (vi. 9, xvii. 6). 

« Irenaeus, Eusebius, Hieronymus, and others, place it under Domitian. 


Epiphantus, on the other hand, under Claudius; the Syriac version, Theo- 
phyl., and others, under Nero. Cf. Liicke, p. 405, ff. 
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> Against Eichhorn and others, who assume the destruction, see Bleek, as 
above, p. 267, f. Lticke, p. 247, ff. Zeller, in his Jbb. 1842. p. 660, ff. 
In favor of chap. xi.,1, f. corresponding to the condition of the city under 
Galba, Hofmann (Weissag. u. Erfiill. Il. 301) and others adduce the cir- 
cumstance, that, at that time, the Zelote: were in possession of the temple. 
On other points his language is confused. 

* In favor of the first, Exoald, p. 47,8qq., Liicke, Ein]. p. 252, ff., Ored- 
ner, Neudecker, Reuss, Zeller, Jbb. 1842. p. 694; of the second, in it- 
self more probable, Lichhorn, Comment. ad xvii. 10. Bleek, as above, 
p. 290, ff., cf. Beitr. 1.81. When Bertholdt, 1V. 1893, in reckoning the 
Emperors, begins with Julius Cesar, and accordingly places the composition 
earlier, under Nero, he misses wholly the explanation of xvii. 11 by the 
then current expectation, which, historically, is amply attested (Bleck, as 
above, p. 286, note, and the first No. of the above Zeitechr. p. 244, note). 
The same occurs when Hug, II. 613, holds merely to the ten kings men- 
tioned in xvii. 12 (the Parthian allies of Nero), supposes them ten emperors, 
and consequently, with Ireneeus, places the composition of the Apocalypse 
under Domitian. Against ZiiAg’s supposition, that the beast means pseudo- 
Judaism, see Zeller, as above, p. 665, ff. Among the critics of a certain 
school, Ebrard, Hofmann, and Thiersch, this traditional date is an axiom. 
They reject the interpretation of xvii. 11, without being able to give a better. 
Schleiermacher, Einl. p. 451, ff., also, with a strange exegetical scepticism, 
declares himself in favor of this date. Guerike, Fortges. Beitr. I. 70, ff., 
denying the historic interpretation of xi. 1, f., xvii. 10, placed the composi- 
tion under Nerva, A. D. 96 (against him, Lticke, p. 258, ff.). In his Einl. 
p. 532, he finds in the former passage Jerusalem still standing, but does not 
go into the interpretation of the second, and adopts A. D. 68 as the date. 


Unity of the Book. 
§ 188. 


According to the correct apprehension of the relation of 
the second series of development (chap. xii. ff.) to the first, the 
whole book was written at the time indicated in the preced- 
ing section, viz. before the destruction of Jerusalem, and 
every supposition of heterogeneousness in its contents is. 
to be rejected.* 


* Grotius (ad Apoc. i. 9, xv. 1) and Hammond (Prolegg. ad Apoc. p. 435) 
suppose that chap. i.—xiv. were written before the destruction of Jerusalem, 
and the remaining chapters after that event, but divide these main divisions 
again into several sections. Vogel(Comment. de Apoc. Joh. P.1.- VII. Eri. 
1811-16. 4to) regards i. 9 — ili. 22 as a composition which must have been 
written later than iv.-xi., and bears no relation to the Apocalypse; and 
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xii. - xxii. as the work of the Preshyter John, who united the three parts 
into one whole. Bleek, p. 296, ff, thought that the second part, beginning 
with chap. xii., was written later; but he has retracted this, Beitr. I. 81. — 
Schletermacher, p. 462, considers the Apocalypse a collection of single vis- 
ions. 


The Author. 


§ 189 a. 


We must first put the question regarding the author in 
this form: Can the Revelation, and the fourth Gospel, with 
the three Epistles, have the same author? The following 
considerations may be urged in the negative : — 

1. The author of the Apocalypse gives his own name 
(i.1, 4, 9, xxii. 8), but the Evangelist never. This circum- 
stance is at least worthy of attention.> 

* Dionysius Alex. in Euseb. VII. 25: ‘O pév yap ebayyedor}s ob8apod 1d 
dvopa avrov mapeyypaper: ovd€ xnpioce: éaurdv, obre b:a Tov evayyediov, 
ovre bia Tis emorodns .... Iwdvyns S€ ovdapov od as epi éavrov, ovde 
ws epi érépov: 6 8 riv droxdAuw ypadas, evOis re éavrov év apyy mpo- 
Tagoel, K.T.A. 

» Eichhorn, II. 438, finds a reason in the custom of the prophets to name 
themselves. But the epistolary form also demands the mention of the name, 
and yet John does not follow it. Liicke, Einl. p. 360. 


§ 189 b. 


2. The language of the Revelation is very different from 
that of the fourth Gospel and the Johannic Epistles. This 
appears in its Hebraizing roughness and carelessness,* its 
want of pure Greek and genuine Johannic words and turns 
of expression,® and in peculiar favorite expressions. These 
can be satisfactorily explained neither by the supposed dif- 
ference in the Evangelist’s age, nor by the prophetic charac- 
ter of the book and its Old Testament coloring. The 
traces of resemblance in style adduced by the defenders of 
its Johannic origin, moreover, are of small importance.° 


* Mistakes in respect to the connecting of nouns and adjectives by the 
cases, 1. 5,f., ii. 20, ili. 12, iv. 4, 8, vi. 1, vii. 9, viii. 9, ix. 14, xiii. 3, xiv. 7, 
12, xv. 2, xvii. 4, 8, xix. 6, xxi. 12; in the connection of genders, iv. 1, 3, 
xi. 15, xiv. 19; a thoroughly Hebraistic use of tenses, iv. 9, 10, x. 7, viii. 11, 


~ 
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xii. 2-4, xvi. 21, ii. 22, iii. 9; of the participle, i. 16, iv. 1, 5, vi. 2, 5, 
vii. 9, x. 2, 8, xiv. 1, 14, xix. 12,13, xxi. 14; of the infinitive, xii. 7 (John 
i. 14, 2 John 1, do not come into the account to the contrary). See, on the 
contrary, Winer, De soloecismis, qui in Apoc. Joan. inesse dicuntur. Exe- 
get. Studien, I. 144, ff, who seems to excuse too much. 

> The genitive absolute is wanting, and the attraction of the relative pro- 
noun (i. 20, text. rec.), iva after the demonstrative pronoun; ef ris is used more 
frequently than édy ris, which alone occurs in John (cf., however, 2 John 10) ; 
the particles as (adv. temp.), cadws, pev, pevrot, mavrore, moore, John’s favor- 
ite words and ideas, xdopos, pas, oxoria, (a1) aldmos, arddAvaba, Oeacba, 
the perfect édpaxa, Soédfew (in the usual sense, xv. 4, xviii. 7), pévew dy 
rim, 6 dpywv rod xéapov, 6 movnpéds (in its stead, diaB8odos, caravas), the 
comparative pel{wyv, are omitted; ody occurs only as an illative conjunct., 
epi simply locally, duyy always single; always idov, never ide; always 
‘IepovcaAnp, for ‘IepoodAvpa, and several others. Cf. Ewald, p. 67, sqq. 
Liicke, Einleit. p. 361, ff. Credner, § 266. Cf. on the contrary Kolthoff, 
p. 86, sqq. Dannemann, p. 8, ff. Dionysius, l.c: “Ere 8é xal rhs dpa- 
geas tiv Svahopdy ears rexunpacGa rod evayyeAlou Kai ris émioroAns mpds 
Thy amoxdAvyy. Td pév yap ov povoy drraicrws cata thy ‘EAAnvay dorny, 
GAAd xal Aoywwrara rais A€~ect, rois gvAACyicpois, rais ouyrd£ecs ths épyn- 
velas yéyparra:* moAdov ye det BdpBapov ria Pbdyyor,  coAronKiopov, 4 
dros icoriopdv éy adrois ebpebjvat. ‘Exdrepov yap elyev ds fore, rov Adyov * 
duorepous avrd xapioapévov Tov xuplov, rdév Te Tis ywdoews Toy Te THS Hpd- 
ges. Tovroy 8¢ amroxdduyuw pév Ewpaxevat kal yraou elAnddvas xal rpodnrel- 
ay ovk avrep®: SidAexroy pev Tot Kal yAdooay ovK dxpiBas AAnvifoveay avrod 
Prérw- adr’ l8idpacr pév BapBapixois xpmpevoy, kai mov kal codotxiovra. 

© olxoupeévn, iii. 10, xii. 9, xvi. 14; drropovn, i. 9, ii. 2, 3, 19, iii. 10, xiii. 
10, xiv. 12; xparety rd dvopa, ii. 13; +. dedaxny, ii. 14, f.; mavroxpdrop, nine 
times ; Geds xat warp, i. 6, as in Paul; 6 dAnOwds of Christ, iii. 7, 14, xix. 
11 ; paprupia "Ina. Xp., i. 2, 9, xii 17, xix. 10, xx. 4; dpvioy of Christ, v. 
6, 8, 12, f., and thirteen times besides. 

4 As Bertholdt, IV. 1838, Eichhorn, II. 379, and recently Kolthoff, p. 69, 
sqq., Dannemann, p. 5, f., do. The Evangelist was over sixty years of 
age at the time the Apocalypse was composed. Atso great an age a man 
develops no further. 

© Twells, in Wolf, V. 399, ff. Hartwig, Apolog. IV. 124, ff. H. H. 
Donker Curtius, De apocalypsi ab indole, doctrina, et scribendi genere Jo- 
hannis ap. non abhorrente, (Traj. 1799.) p. 44, sqq. J. D. Schulze, Schrift- 
stell. Charakt. d. Joh. p. 94, ff Eichhorn, p. 380. Kolthoff, pp. 111, sqq. 
Dannem. p.31, ff. Zeller, Jbb., as above, p.700,f. That which is akin is again 
in part different, as, dAn@iwds, vi. 10, of God in the sense of veracious, not as 
in John xvii. 3, true, genuine; paprvpla, different from that in the Gospel; 
odpayl(ew, to close up, to mark,— in the Gospel, to confirm; ved, ii. 7, 
and often, absolute, on the contrary, wxg» r. kdopoy, 1 John v. 14, f.; in 
part not characteristic, as, oxnvovy, opdrrey, dys, wepirareiy perd Tivos ; 
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§dGev 7» Spa (xiv. 7, 19), cf. Mark xiv.41; in part critically doubtful, as, 
épxou x. We, vi. 1, ff, of. Ewald, p.73, sq. Liicke, p.369, ff. Zeller, p. 701, f. 


§ 189 c. 


8. The whole style of representation is different: in the 
Gospel and Epistles quiet, deep feeling, here lively creative 
power of imagination.® This difference, also, is not to be 
explained by the difference in the age of the Evangelist and 
in the literary character of the work. We may compare it 
to the difference between Jeremiah and Ezekiel. In the let- 
ters to the seven churches, at least, a Johannic tone must 
have manifested itself. To this we may add, that the style 
of composition in the Apocalypse is marked by Jewish learn- 
ing and art, whereas John, an unlearned man in the Jewish. 
sense (Acts iv. 13), makes little or no use of Old Testament 
and Jewish learning.» 

* Dionys. 1. c.: rexpaipopar yap Ex re rod fOovs éxatépwy nat Tov ray Ad- 
yov eiSous kai THs Tov BiBAiov Sie~aywyys Aeyoperns, pi) Tov avrov elvas. 

> Liicke, p. 374, ff. Hartmann, Nachlese z. Lticke’s Einl., &c., in Stud. 
u. Krit. 1834. I. 119, ff. 


§ 189 d. 


4. Their views and mode of representation are different.* 
The Evangelist has wholly shaken off the trammels of Ju- 
daism; the writer of the Apocalypse is strongly attached to 
it.» Although in the Gospel and Epistles we find points of 
connection with, or statements which presuppose, the com- 
mon eschatology, the spiritual view preponderates ; here, on 
the other hand, we meet with vivid sensuous representations 
and expectations of the Messiah (i. 7, ii. 27, iii. 12, v. 5, 
[xxii. 16,] xix. 11, ff, xx. 1, ff, 7, ff, xxi.1, ff). There we 
have an interior development of the cause of Christ, an in- 
ternal glorification of the same in his disciples; here, the 
victory of Christ through external events, through exertions 
of God’s power.© The relation of the Apocalypse to the 
Gospel is like that of Matt. xxiv. to John xiv. 18, ff.4 It 
glows, moreover, with a spirit of Messianic revenge (vi. 10, 
16, viii. 6, ff, xiv. 20, xvi. 4, ff, xix. 13, 15, 17, ff.), which is 
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irreconcilable with John iii, 16, ff, xii. 47. In the genuine 
Johannic writings we find no such pneumatological, demon- 
ological, and angelological representations as here, i. 4, iii. 
1, v. 6, xvi. 13, xii.'7,9. The apparently kindred elements 
in many, especially the Christological representations, prove 
on nearer examination to be different... Whoever is capable 
of apprehending, without bias, the spirit of a work as a 
whole, will not allow himself to be misled by this and 
like arguments advanced by its defenders.‘ 


* Dionysius, l.c.: Kat drd rév vonpdroy 8¢ xal rév pnpdrov Kat ris 
ouvragews atray elxdras repos otros map’ éxeivoy ixovonOnoera. ‘Luvgdovar 
pev yap adAnAots Td evayyéAtov Kal 4) emiaroAn, Spoiws re dpyovraa .... - 
"Exerat abrod xal rdv mpobécewy ovx adioraras’ da 8¢ Trav airdy Keadaiov 
kal Gvoudrov mavra Sietdpyerat dy rid pev qpets ovvrépos dropyncopev. ‘O 
8€ mpocexas évruyxdvoy etpnoe év éxarépm modAry THY Conv, TOAD Td Hos, 
drorpom)y Tov axdrous, cuvexi THY dAnOeav, TY Xap, THY Xapav, Ty cdpKa 
kat rb alua rod xupiov, riy xpiow, thy dheow trav quapridy, Thy mpds Hpas 
dydrny Tov Oeod, rv mpds dAAnAous Huds dydrns évroAny, ds macas Bei gv- 
Adrrew ras éyrodas* 6 EXeyxos Tov Kéopou, rod daBdAov, Tov ayriypioroU, 7 
érayyeXla rod dyiov mvevparos, 4 viobecia rod Beov, 4 SidAov mictis nud 
drarouperyn, 6 manjp kal 6 vids mavraxod: kai ddws di mdvrov yapaxrnpi- 
Coyras éva xal roy avrdy cuvopgy rov re evayyeAiov cal ris émorodis xpara 
mpdxecrat. ‘AdAocorary 8 xal Eéyn rapa ravra 7 amoxdAvyis, pyre éparro- 
Bévn, pyre yerrmaca rovrav pndevt cxeddy, ws elreiv, undé cvdAdaBv mpds 
aura Kowwny éxouca. 

> Against Baur, in Zeller’s Jbb. IV. 663, f., Krit. Unterss. p. 347, f., who 
says too much of the Judaism of the writer of the Apocalypse, see Bleek, 
Beitr. I. 184, ff. It is certain that to him ‘‘Jew”’’ is not the same as 
‘¢ unbeliever ’’ (ii. 9, ili. 9), that Jerusalem is the holy city (xi. 2), the 
beloved city (xx. 9), that he hopes for the preservation of the temple and 
of the Jews worshipping there, and for the conversion of the majority of the 
inhabitants (xi. 1, f., 13), and that Jerusalem shall be the central point of 
the millennial kingdom (xiv. 1, xx. 9). 

* It is true that the conception of an interna] return of Christ also appears 
in Revelation ili. 20. 

4 This comparison is admirably carried out by Liicke, p. 377, ff. 

¢ John could not have written xadcira: rd Svoua avrov 6 Adyos rov Geod, 
xix. 13; dpxi ris xricews, ili. 14, cf. John i. 2, f. The divine name of 
Christ, iii. 12, xix. 12, is in the spirit of the Old Testament rather than of 
John ; and although that, as well as the divine attributes, 1.17, ii. 8, xxii. 
13, indicates Christ’s oneness with God, this approximates no nearer to John 
than to Paul. The description of Christ as a Lamb is made different from 
John’s, i. 29, 36, by the word dpvloy; ii. 11 from John viii. 50 by the notion 
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of the second death ; xxi. 6 from John vii. 38 by the allusion to the fountain 
in Paradise, xxii. 1; xiv. 15 from John iv. 35 by its reminiscence of Joel 
iv. 13; xix. 7 is more closely allied to Matt. xxii. 2, ff, xxv. 1, ff., than 
to John iii. 29; the spiritual manna, ii. 17, reminds us of John vi. 31, ff., 
but xexpuzpevoy is not Johannic. Hence we cannot, with Liicke, as above, 
p- 372, Zeller, as above, p. 703, suppose imitationfon the one side or the 
other. I know not even whether the work presupposes a Johannic type 
(Neand. Pflanz., etc., IT. 628). Only the agreement in using Zech. xii. 10 
according to a translation different from the Alexandrian, Rev. i. 7, John 
xix. 37, is remarkable. If Ewald’s theory be correct (note on Rev. i. 7), that 
the Septuagint also formerly, like Aqu. Symm. Theod., read é£exevrncay, 
only one point of the agreement would be explained, while the other (the 
use of the verb érreaGa:) would remain. Probably the author of the Apoc- 
alypse and the Evangelist used a common source, and that an eschatologi- 
cal one. For the verb drrecOa:, as in Rev. i. 7 and Matt. xxiv. 30, must 
refer to the appearance of the returning Messiah, a subject which John xix. 
37 does not, of itself, suggest. Hence, in this citation the Evangelist 
seems dependent. But the author of the Apocalypse seems also to be so 
(see Exeg. Handb. on the passage). 

f Eichhorn, Il. § 196, f. Bertholdt, IV. 1825, ff. Kolthoff, p. 123, sq. 
Dannemann, p. 58, ff. Hofmann, as above, p. 315, ff. The last-mentioned 
writers ascribe too much to the symbolico-prophetie style of the description. 


§ 189 e. 


From all this it follows, (and no conclusion of modern 
criticism stands more firmly than this,) that if the Apostle 
John wrote the fourth Gospel and the Johannic Epistles, he 
did not write the Apocalypse; or, if the Apocalypse be his 
work, he is not the author of the other writings." If, leav- 
ing out of view this conditional relation, we ask whether 
the Apocalypse can be the work of the Apostle John, as he 
is delineated in the New Testament and Church tradition, 
we cannot, after due deliberation, with Baur and others, an- 
swer decidedly in the affirmative. For,—1. The spirit of the 
work, though it is that of a son of Zebedee and a “son of 
thunder,” is not that of the disciple who lay on Jesus’s 
breast ;" 2, The expectation of Christ’s speedy return is in- 
deed apostolic, but whether chiliasm also is, is doubtful; 
3. The Apocalypse differs, to its disadvantage, from the an- 
cient Christian eschatologies with which we are acquainted, 
especially in its throwing too much into the shade (cf. Rev. 
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xiv. 6)° the universal spread of the Gospel (Matt. xxiv. 14), 
and a general conversion to Christ (Rom. xi. 25, f.). 

* In this conclusion, Baur and his school agree with us. 

» Baur, p.(660) 345, and others are manifestly wrong in referring the tra- 
dition concerning John current in Asia Minor, even with the ‘6 ém rd or7- 
Bos r. xupiov dvamerdy’’ (Polycrat. in Euseb. V. 24, see § 109 c, note d), to 
John, the author of the Apocalypse. Bleek, I. 195, f. 

¢ This against Schnitzer, in Zeller’s Jbb. 1842. p. 468, ff. — It is very 
doubtful, as is also maintained by Luther (§ 194 8) and Schleiermacher, Einl. 
pp. 466, 470, whether the book in general is after the manner of an Apostle. 
Two principles are certain, — 1. that the kingdom of God has an internal de- 
velopment (cf. Matt. xiii. 31-33); 2, that it is given to none, not even to 
Apostles, to know the day and the hour of this development (Acts i. 6, ff.). 
With neither of these is the Revelation in harmony. It is, moreover, ques- 
tionable whether one who was intimately acquainted with Jesus, and re- 
tained a vivid remembrance of him, could have written symbolic descrip- 
tions like i. 13, ff., v. 6, based on abstract conceptions. 


§ 190. 


The author, it is true, calls himself John, i. 4, 9, xxi. 2 
(common text), xxii. 8, but does not describe himself as one 
of the Apostles? in whose number, according to xviii. 20, 
xxi, 14, he seems not to reckon himself; the passages i. 2, 9 
also do not indicate the life and circumstances of the Apostle 
John.» The address to the churches of Asia Minor, which 
is to be understood in the strictly historical sense,” pre- 
supposes an author held in honor by them, but not necessa- 
rily this Apostle. Hence the theory, that a disciple of the 
Apostle John edited, in his own way, a revelation made to 
and perhaps in part written down by him, is destitute of 
critical basis, and irreconcilable with the early date of the 
work (before the Apostle John’s death). There is no objec- 
tion to the ancient theory,‘ that another John, the Presbyter, 
so called, is the author, if we but date the work, and the 
consideration which, according to chap. 1, ii, its author held 
among the churches of Asia Minor, earlier than the Apostle 
John’s residence in Asia Minor (cf. § 1084). The hypothe- 
sis, that John Mark, the author of the second Gospel, wrote 
the Apocalypse,° has too slight a foundation in the simi- 
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larity (still stronger in the readings of the Cod. Sangall.) of 
the Hebraizing style of this Gospel to that of the Apoca- 
lypse.£ There are also dissimilarities. It is also bound 
up with the false theory of the originality of the second 
Gospel. 

* Dionysius, 1. c.: “Ore pév odv "ladws dor 6 tatra ypahwv, ait@ e- 
yours murrevréov’ soios 8€ bros, AdnAov. Ov yap elmev Eavrdv elvar, as év 
TH evayyeNip modAaxXoU, Tov iryamnpevoy bd Tod Kupiov padyTny: ovde rdv 
dvarreadvra éxi 1d oriOos avrov ovd€ roy ddeApdv "laxwBov, ov8€ Tov aird- 
@Tnv Kat avrnkooy Tov Kupiov yevdpevov. Guerike, however, Hinl. p. 524, ff., 
and Schnitzer, as above, p. 458, ff., assert, that, according to all, he wishes to 
pass for the Apostle; and the last mentioned, that only an Apostle can be sup- 
posed the recipient of such a revelation. Liicke, also, Einl. in d. Offen- 
barung, p. 240, admitted that the exegetical probability seemed to favor 
John; but see note b. 

> The banishment to Patmos is not certainly implied in the second pas- 
sage, and in both paprupia is to be referred to the Apocalypse itself. Litcke, 
in Stud. u. Kr. 1836. p. 654, ff. Bleek, I. 192. 

bb Against the mystical view, see Liicke, Einl. p. 198, ff. An actual ad- 
dress was supposed by Tertull. Cont. Marc. 1V. 5. But, with Vitring. 
’Avaxp. p. 51, the historic and the symbolic senses are to be combined, but in 
a simpler way. These seven churches represent all the others. 

¢ Litcke, inl. p. 390. Schott, Isag.§ 116. Neander, Pflanzung, etc., in 
the earlier editions, less distinctly in the fourth edition, II. 631. The pre- 
vious edition of this work. 

4 Dionysius, 1.c.: “AAXopy 8€ riva ofpat ray év Agia yevopévov> érel kat 
duo gpaow ev "Edeow yeverbar pynpata, Kal éxdrepoy *Iwdvvov éyer Oat. 
Papias, in Euseb. Il. 39: Ei S€ mov cat mapnxodovOnxas Tis Tois mpecBure- 
pos €dOot, rovs rev mpecBurépwy dvéxpiwoy Adyous* ri ’Avdpeas, f ti Llerpos 
eimev: 7) ti Bidemmos: 4 ri Owpas, } "IdxwBos + i ri "Iwdvyns, } Mar@atos: Fj 
ris €repos tay xupiou pabnray* dre "Apioriov cal 6 mpeaBurepos lwar- 
yns, of tov xupiov paénrai, Aéyovoww. Whereupon Eusebius adds: “Os xat 
81a rouray amodeixvuc Gat rHv icropiay ddnOn tay bv0 Kara Thy Aciay dpwvu- 
pia KxexpicGa ecipnxdrwv, dvo re dv Edéow yevérbar pyjpata, nal éxdrepov 
"lodvvou Ere viv AéyeoOat* ots Kal dvayKaiov mpocexey Tov vouv. Eikxds yap 
rov Sevrepoy, ef pn tis €O€ot roy mpGroy, Thy én’ dvdparos hepopevny Tadvvov 
droxadduyu éwpaxevat. So Bleek, Berlin. theol. Ztschr. II. 248, Beitr. I. 
193. Rettig, in the work adduced in § 191 a, note 5, p. 64. Credner, § 267. 
Cf., on the contrary, and against Guerike (Die Hypothese v. d. Presbyter 
Joh. als Verf. d. Offenb., Ein). p. 262, f.), who casts doubt on the existence 
of this man, Liicke, Ein]. p. 397, ff. 

¢ Bez. Prolegg. in Apoc. Joh. : Quod si quid aliud liceret ex stylo conji- 
cere, nemini certe potius quam Marco tribuerim, qui et ipse Johannes dictus 
est: adeo non in verbis tantum, sed etiam in formulis dicendi plerisque 
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similis ac pene idem est Evangelii Marci et hujus libri character. Hitzig, 
Ueb. Joh. Marc. und seine Schriften (Ztir. 1843), p. 65, ff. 

f Dionys. 1. c.: “Ears ev obv nal érepos "Imdvuns dv rois mpdgeot tay aro- 
arddov 6 émicdnOels Mdpxos ... . ef S€ otros 6 ypdawas doriw, odx dv dainy > 
ode yap adixOa oly adrois els rv "Agiav yéyparra. Ebrard, Das Evang. 
Joh. p. 138, ff. 


Church Tradition in Favor of John as the Author. 


§ 1914. 


The earliest testimony would be that of Papias. All our 
knowledge of him, however, comes through later historians, 
and we are left in doubt whether he really knew the Apoca- 
lypse, and as the work of the Apostle John.* Justin Martyr 
(t+ 165) is the first to speak of the Apocalypse as a work 
of the Apostle John.» ‘The statements are unsatisfactory 
that Melito, a contemporary of Justin, Bishop of Sardes, 
wrote a book on the Apocalypse (Euseb. H. E. IV. 26, 
Hieron. De vir. ill. cap. 24), and that Theophilus, Bishop of 
Antioch, towards the end of the second century, in his work 
against Hermogenes, drew proofs from the Apocalypse of 
John (E£useb. IV. 24). That Apollonius (end of second and 
beginning of third century), in his work against the Monta- 
nists (who rejected the Apocalypse), drew proofs from it 
(Luseb. v. 18), is a matter of more consequence. 

* Andreas (c. 475), Praef. ad comment. in Apocalyps. : Ilept pév rod beo- 
mvevorou THs BiBAou meperrdv pykvvery roy Adyov nyoupeba, TOY paxapiov 
Tpyyoptov rod GeoAdyou wat KupidAXov, mpogers te Kal Tay apxatorépwy 
Tlamrmiov, Elpnvaiov, MeOodiov nal ‘Imrodvrou ravrn mpocpaprupourrwy 
ro afidmeorov. Arethas (a little later), Praef. ad comment.: Tepi 8€ rov 
Georvetocrou ris BiBAov 6 ev dylots Bacidews nal I'prrydptos 6 Oeios ray dd- 
yov xal KuptAdos xal Tarias xal Eipnvaios xai ‘Immddvuros of éxxAnoiaorixol 
narépes éxéyyva moracarGa. Eused. H. E. III. 39, is silent on the sub- 
ject: Kat dda &€ 6 airds avyypadeds (6 Hamias) ws éx wmapaddcews 
aypacou els avréy fxovra rraparébesrat, Eevas ré twas mapaBoXas tov carnpos 
kal SidacxaAlas avrod, xai riva dAAa prbixdrepa. *Ev ols xal xircada rivd 
drow érav foecOat pera tiv ex vexpay avdoracw, cwpariKas THS TOU XproToU 
Baotrelas ém) ravrneci ris yys troorncopéms. “A kal yyoupat ras dmrocro- 
Askas wapexdeEdpevoy Sinynoecs trodraBeiv, ra ev brodelypact mpds avrdy 
puorinds elpnpéva pt) ovvewpaxéra. We gain, also, nothing certain from 
the citation in Andreas, on Rev. xii. 7: Kal Harmias 8¢ otras ém Adews : 
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<< *Eviots 8€ avraov [8nAad) ray mddat Oelav dyyédwv] cai ris wept THY yay Be 
axoopnoews Edwxev Gpyew"* nal kadas dpxew mapyyyinoe.”’ Kal éfjs pnoww- 
“Els ovd8ev ovvéBy reXeurnoa Thy ragw airav.”’ Cf. Rettig, Die Zeugnisse 
d. Andreas u. Arethas, etc. in Stud. u. Krit. 1831. p. 734, ff  Liicke, as 
above, p. 264, ff. Guerike, Einl. p. 543, f., and Hdvernik (whom he ad- 
duces), Papiae testimonia de apoc. auct., in Lucubratt. N. I. p. 4. 

> Dial. c. Tryph. p.179: Kal émed) xal wap piv avnp tis, @ Svopa 
"Iwavns, els ray droordAwy rol Xpiorou, év droxadtWe yevouéry ato xia 
érn rrouncew ev lepoveadnp Tors To nperepp Xpior@ miorevoavras mpoepr- 
TEVOE..... Rettig (Das erweisl. alteste Zeugniss f. d. Aechtheit d..... 
Apok.$1829) doubts the genuineness of the words els r.anr.7r. Xp. Cf. 
against him, Liicke, Ein]. p. 280, ff. Misapprehension in the passage of 
Hieron. De vir. ill.c. 9: .... scripsit (Joannes) apocalypsin, quam inter- 
pretatar Justinus Martyr et Irenaeus (fv perépacay “lovarives pdprvp Kai 
Eipnvaios). A similar one in the Chronicon, ad Domitian.: Apostolus Joan- 
nes in Patmos insulam relegatus Apocalypsin vidit, quam Irenaeus interpre- 
tatur (in the Greek of Eusebius: ws 8Aoi Elpnvaios). 


§ 191 b. 


Ireneus (cir. 178) accepts the genuineness of the Apoca- 
lypse as undoubted, and appeals in support of it to tradition. 
As, however, he has erred in regard to its date, the sources 
of his information cannot have been the most reliable.* 
Several allusions in the letter of the churches of Vienne and 
Lyons? testify to the wide use of the Apocalypse in the 
churches of Asia Minor and Gaul. Tertullian, Clement of 
Alex., and Origen also accept the Apocalypse as the work 
of the Apostle John.© The testimony of the last two has 
the more weight, as they, unlike most of the others, were not 


chiliasts. 

* Contr. haeres. IV. 20. 11: Sed et Joannes, Domini discipulus, in Apo- 
calypsi, etc. V. 26. 1: significavit Joannes, Domini discipulus, in Apoca- 
lypsi..... V. 30. 1: His autem sic se habentibus et in omnibus antiquis 
et probatissimis et veteribus scripturis numero hoc posito, et testimonium 
perhibentibus his, qui facie ad faciem Joannem viderunt (according to Zeller, 
Jbb. 1842. p. 696, he means Papias), et ratione docente nos, quoniam nume- 
rus nominis bestiae, secundum Graecorum computationem per litteras quae 
in eo sunt, sexcentos habebit et sexaginta gt sex, hoc est decadas aequales 
hecatontasin et hecatontadas aequales monasin .... ignoro, quomodo erra- 
verunt quidam sequentes idiotismum et medium frustrantes numerum nomi- 
‘nis, quinquaginta numeros deducentes, pro sex decadis unam decadem 
volentes esse. (A remarkable instance of the unreliableness of the tradition 





CHURCH TRADITION AGAINST HIM. § 192 a. 383 


coming through Papias in Jren. is the passage V. 33. 3, sq., where Jesus is 
said to have foretold gigantic vines in the Messianic kingdom. Cf. Zeller, 
Jbb. 1842. p. 202, ff.) In regard to the date, see V. 30. 3, § 108 4, note a. 
Liicke, p. 296, ff. 

> Ruseb. H. EB. V. 1: "Hy yap cai fore yojotos Xpicrod padnrns, dxodov- 
Ody rG dpvip, drov dy bwrdyy (Rev. xiv. 4). Ib.: Wa 4 ypapy rAnpwdh - 
5 dvopos dvopnodreo ers, xai 6 Sleatos SixarwOnrw érs (Rev. xxii. 1). 

© Tertull. Adv. Marc. II. 14: Nam et Apostolus Joannes in Apocalypsi 
ensem describit ex ore Dei prodeuntem, bis acutum, etc. IV. 5: Habemus 
et Joannis alumnas ecclesias. Nam etsi Apocalypsin ejus Marcion respuit, 
ordo tamen episcoporum ad originem recensus in Joannem stabit auctorem. 
Clemens Alex. Strom. VI. 667: .... év rois etxoot xai récoapor xabedpetrat 
Opdvors, rév Aadv kpivwv, ds gGyow ev rH aroxaduie "Iadvns (Rev. iv. 4, 
xi. 16). Paedag. II. 207: .... «at ras dd8exa ris otpavorddews mudas, 
risiots ametracpevas Albis, rd replomroy TAs aGmoaToALKHS Hovis alvir- 
recOar xdpiros éxdexdpeba (cf. Rev. xxi. 21). Orig. in Euseb. H.E. VI. 
25: Ti det mepi rod dvarecdyros Néyew él rd ornOos Tov "Ingov, "lodvvov. .. . 
“Eypawe dé xai ry drroxdAuyuy, xedevobels cromjoas xad pt) ypayyat rds Toy 
éxra Bpovray povas (cf. Rev. x. 3,4). Comment. in Joan. i. 16: dnaly 
ouy év rij amoxadvet 6 rov ZeBedaiov “Iadyyns: Kal eidov dyyeAov merdpevoy 
éy pevoupaynpars (Rev. xiv. 6, 7), p. 23. II. 55, and many other pas- 
sages. 

Hippolytus, a disciple of Irenseus, wrote on the Apocalypse, probably 
against the Montanists. Gruter, Corp. inscript. fol. 140. Hippolyti Opp. 
ed. Fabric. p. 38. Liicke, p. 316, f. Other testimonies adduced by Lardner, 
Eichhorn, and others, have, especially when they are later, no further force 
as proofs. 


Church Tradition against him. 
§ 192 a. 


‘ The so-called Alogt or Antimontanists rejected the Apoca- 
lypse, as well as the other Johannic writings, and ascribed 
it to Cerinthus; but their assertion was based neither on 
tradition nor on critical grounds." The similar assertion of 
Caius of Rome (197-217) was likewise occasioned by the 
opposition to Montanism.® In the controversy against the 
chiliasm of Nepos, hence not without some dogmatic de- 
sign, Dionysius of Alexandria (cir. 255) denied that the 
Apocalypse. was written by John; but he went to work in a 
more critical way (§§ 189, 190). 


* It is true they did adduce one such ground. Epiph. Haeres. LI. c. 33: 
Elrd ries é€€ avray madw émdAapBdvovrat rovrov rod pnrod dv rf droxadiwes 
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Tf) avr] * Kal paoxovow avridéyorres, Ort ele mMaAW* ypayoy TO ayyéA@ THs 
éxkAnoias r@ év Ovareipos, kal ovK Evi éxel exkAnola Xpioriavay év Ovareipy. 
mas ovv éypade tH py otcy; But this argument proves too much (viz. 
against any author in the first century), and consequently proves nothing. 

» From his work against the Montanist Proclus, Euseb. H. EB. Ill. 28 
quotes: "ANAd Kat Kypw6os 6 3° amoxadinveay as amd droordAov peyddov 
Y€ypappevav, reparodoyias jpiv as 5: dyyédwv air@ Sederypevas yevdduevos 
érevadyer, x. r.A. Cf. Hug, Il. 594, who (with Twells, Hartwig, and 
Paulus, Hist. Cerinth.) does not refer this to the Apocalypse of John, and 
on the other side, Liicke, p. 309, ff. Dionys. Alex. says of such opponents, 
in Euseb. VII. 25: Ties pev ody tov mpd npay nOérnoay kal dveckevacay 
mavry Td BiBAlov, Kad” Exagroy KesbaAdatoy dievOdvoyres, Eyvwordy Te Kai dovA- 
Adyioroy dropaivovres evdeaOai re Tiv émrypapny. “lwdvvov yap ovK eivat 
héyovow.... . KnpwOoy dé ray cal ryv am éxeivou Kdnbeioay KnpwvOaviy ov- 
oTnoduevoy aipecty akiémoroy eripnuica: OeAnoavra TQ éavtod mAaopare 
dvoua. Theodoret also, Fabb. haeret. II. 3, assented to this opinion. 


§ 192 b. 


That Eusebius was so wavering in regard to this book,* 
probably arose likewise from a dogmatical bias, which led 
him, as well as others, to judge respecting it either with 
favor or with aversion.” And yet his doubts were not 
caused solely by the above-adduced opponents of the book ; 
for the Syrian Church also had it not in her canon ($11 a).° 
It is excluded from the canon, also, by Cyril of Jerusalem 
(Catech. IV), Gregory of Nazianzus (Carm. XX XIII), and 
the sixtieth canon of Laodicea (see Part I. § 26).4 


9H. E. III. 25: ’Emt rovrows (rots éuodcyoupevots) raxréov, eye avein, 
THY amokdAvyw ‘Iwavvou, mept hs ta Sdfavra xara Katpdy exOnodpeba .... cat 
mpos Tovrots (rots avriAeyopevois) .... ert TE, Os Env, 7 "lwayvvou amoxddv- 
is, ef havein, qv tives, as Env, aberovow, erepor S€ eyxpivovet Tois dpodo- 
youpevors. Previously, III. 24: Tis 8° dmoxadiwews ef’ Exarepov ere viv 
mapa Tois moAXots mepteAkerat 7 Odfa* Gpws ye piv ex THs Tay apxaiwy papru- 
plas éy oixel xaip@ riv émixprow 8e€erat kai airy. This promise he has, 
however, nowhere fulfilled. III. 39, on the Presbyter John, see § 190, 
note d. 

» Liicke, p. 333, finds the cause in the want of sure historic grounds. 

© Kolthoff, p. 25, sqq., tries to make it probable (cf. § 11a, note 5)that the 
Apocalypse, at an earlier period, was in the Peshito, because Ephram Syrus 
quotes it. 

4 Hieron. Ep. 129. ad Dardan. § 3. p. 973. ed. Vallars.: Quod si eam 
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(ep. ad Hebr.) Latinorum consuetudo non recipit inter Scripturas canonicas, 
nec Graecorum quidem ecclesiae Apocalypsin Johannis eadem libertate sus- 
cipiunt. 


Estimate of this Tradition. 
§ 193. 


If chiliasts and antichiliasts alone disputed about ac- 
cepting the Apocalypse, their reciprocal assertions would 
neutralize each other; but the impartial intervention of 
Clement and Origen proves the opinion that the Apostle 
and Evangelist John is the author to be independent of 
dogmatic bias. Notwithstanding, the deliberate criticism 
of Dionysius shows that this opinion had no fixed historic 
foundation ; and, as the character of the work contradicts 
it, we perceive here again the uncertainty of such ecclesias- 
tical opinions or nominal traditions.* 

« Zeller, Jbb., as above, p. 695, ff., as also Baur, lays great stress on the 
tradition in favor of John, and adds two further presumptions in its support : — 
1. The firmly established opinion, among the Christian chiliasts, of the 
thousand years’ continuance of Christ’s earthly kingdom, (in the Fourth 
Book of Ezra it amounts to four hundred years, as is well known,) leads us 
naturally to assume the influence of an authority like John’s; 2. The saying 
that John should not die until the Lord returned (John xxi. 23) can apply 
only to the John of the Apocalypse. — Its most probable origin, however, 
might be in John’s having really attained a great age. 


Later Opinions of the Church and of Scholars on the 
Apocalypse. 


§ 194 a. 


While in the Greek Church the work continued the object 
of doubt," in the West it was formally adopted into the 
number of the canonical books,® and has since then main- 
tained its canonical authority. 


« Even at the beginning of the ninth century, it was rejected by the Pa- 
triarch Nicephorus. Lardner, Credibility, P. II. Vol. XI. pp. 249, 252. 
Michaélis, Ein). II. 1062. 

> Concil. Hipponens. can. XXXVI. Concil. Carthag. III. c. 47. Inno- 
cent. I. Ep. ad Exuper., Concil. Rom. I., see Part I. § 27, note a. Concil. 
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Toled. (A. D. 633), c. 17, in Harduin, Act. conc. III. 584: Apocalypsis li- 
brum multorum Conciliorum auctoritas et synodica sanctorum Praesulum 
Romanorum decreta Joannis evangelistae esse perscribunt, et inter divinos 
libros recipiendum constituerunt. Et quia plurimi sunt, qui ejus auctorita- 
tem non recipiunt eumque in ecclesia Dei praedicare contemnunt: si quis eum 
deinceps aut non receperit, aut a Pascha ad Pentecosten missarum tempore 
in ecclesia non praedicaverit, excommunicationis sententiam habebit. 


§ 194 b. 


With the revival of criticism in the age of the Reforma- 
tion, the doubts regarding the apostolic origin of the Apoc- 
alypse also revived. It was opposed, sometimes by impli- 
cation, sometimes directly, by Erasmus, Carlstadt, Luther, 
and Zwingli2 


® Erasm. Annott. in N.T., ed. 1527, at the close of the notes on the 
Apoc. Carlst. (Welche Biicher biblisch seind, 1520) alludes to the early 
doubts, and to the characteristic dissimilarity of the work to the other Jo- 
hannic writings. Luther, Vorrede auf die Offenbarung St. Joh., 1522 : 
‘*To me, this book lacks not a single proof of its being neither apostolic 
nor prophetic. First, and chiefly, the Apostles do not deal in visions, but 
prophesy in clear and plain words, as Peter, Paul, yea, Christ in the Gospel, 
also do; for it belongs to the office of an Apostle to speak clearly, and with- 
out figure or vision, of Christ and his work. Even in the Old Testament, 
letting alone the New, there is no prophet who deals throughout in visions ; 
so that I put it almost in the same rank with the Fourth Book of Esdras, 
and cannot in any way find it to have been dictated by the Holy Spirit. 
Moreover, it seems to me too much for him to commend his own book, — 
a thing done by no other sacred writer, even when it would seem more fitting, 
—and to threaten that, if any man shall take away from the words of it, 
God shall take away his part out of the book of life ; and, moreover, to de- 
_ Clare that they shall be blessed who hold to what it contains, although no 
one is able to understand what that is, much less to keep it; which is equiv- 
alent to our not having it. There are also far nobler books in existence, 
the words of which are to be kept. Many of the Fathers, also, in olden 
time rejected this book, and although St. Jerome uses grand words, and says 
it is above all praise, and contains as many mysteries as words, he cannot 
prove this, and indeed is in many places too liberal in his praise. Finally, 
let every one think of it what his mind suggests. My mind cannot reconcile 
itself to the book ; and to me a sufficient reason for not esteeming it highly 
is, that Christ is neither taught nor recognized therein, — to do which is cer- 
tainly the highest duty incumbent on an Apostle; for he says, Acts i., ‘ Ye 
shall be my witnesses.’ I therefore hold fast to those books which give 
me Christ clearly and purely.’’ Preface of 1534: ‘‘On account of such 
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uncertain interpretations and hidden senses, we have hitherto left it to itself, 
especially because it was considered by some of the ancient Fathers not the 
work of the Apostle John, as is stated in libr. 3. Hist. Eccles. In this un- 
certainty, we, for our part, shall also leave it, so that no one may be hindered 
from regarding it as the work of St. John the Apostle, or as whatever he 
pleases. Zwingli (Werke von Schulth. II. 1. 169): ‘‘ We take no notice 
of the Apocalypse, for it is not a Biblical book.’’ 


§ 194 ¢. 


The Catholic Church confirmed, in the Synod of Trent, 
the whole established canon, and hence this book, in its ca- 
nonical authority. The Reformed Church paid no atten- 
tion to Zwingli’s doubts* The Lutheran Church, on the 
contrary, excluded the Apocalypse and the Antilegomena 
from the number of accepted canonical books until the sev- 
enteenth century,> when Church opinion became more favor- 
able to them.° Since the beginning of the eighteenth century 
critical doubts have again been raised, and the reasons for 
and against it brought forward.® 


* Confess. Helv. poster. o. 1. Anglic. art.6. Gall. art. 3. Delg. art. 3. 
Bez. Prolegg.in Apoc. H. Bullinger, Cent serm. sur |’Apocal. (Gen. 1565) 
I. 30, sqq. Cf., however, Hyper. Method. theol. (Bas. 1574) p. 48, 3q. 
The Socinians also accept it. 

» Mart. Chemnit. Exam. Conc. Trident. p. 48, sq. ed. Fref. 1596. fol. 
Enchirid. (Lips. 1600. 12mo) p. 59. Conr. Dieterich, Institutt. catech. 
(1613) p. 14. Cf. Bleek, Hinl. in d. Br. an d. Hebr. p. 449, ff. On the 
contrary, the Apocalypse is accepted by Franc. Lambert, D. Chytreus, &c. 

¢ J. Gerhard, Exegesis s. uber. exposit. articuli de s. scriptura, } 241, sqq. 
Cf. Lilcke, Einleit. in d. Offenb. p. 464, ff., and in general, § 51. 

4 First in England by the unknown author of The New Test. in Greek 
and English, etc., Lond. 1729, in the remarks on the Apocalypse; by 
(Firmin Abauzit) Discourse Hist. and Crit. on the Revelation ascribed to 
St. John. Lond. 1730. (Cf. Géuvres div. d’Abauzit. Tom. I.) — In Ger- 
many, by ( Oeder) Freie Untersuchungen tib. d. sogenannte Offenb. Joh. m. 
Anmerkk. von J. S. Semler. 1769. 8vo. J. S. Semler, Abhandl. v. freier 
Untersuch. d. Kan. 1. Th. 1771. 8vo, in the Appendix. Neue Untersuch. 
lib. Apokalypsin. 1776. 8vo. Stroth, Freimtith. Untersuch. d. Offenb. Joh. 
betr. m. e. Vorr. v. Semler, 1771. Mich. Merkel, Histor. krit. Aufklar. d. 
Streitigk. d. Aloger und anderer alten Lehrer tib. d. Apokal. im 2. Jahrh. 
n. Chr. Geb., als e. Beitr. z. suverliss. Beweise, dass d. Apok. e. unterge- 
schob. Bach sei. 1782. The same, Umstandl. Beweis, dass d. Apok. e. 
untergeschob. Buch sei. 1785. Corrodi, Vers. e. Beleucht. d. Gesch. d. 
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jad. und christl. Bibelkanons. 1792. p. 303, ff. Cludius, Uransichten d. 
Christenth. 1808. p. 312, ff. Heinrichs, Prolegg. Bretschneider, Probabb. 
Bleek, Berlin. Zeitschr. II. Ewald, Comment. Introd. Schott, Isag. § 114, 
ff. Liicke, Einl. Oredner, Neudecker, Reuss, Gesch. d. h. Schr., Hall. 
Encycl. 2. Sect. XXII. Bd. Schletermacher, Ein). 

The genuineness of the Apocalypse is defended by Twedls, Crit. Exami- 
nation of the late new Text and Vers. of the N. T. in Greek and English. 
1732 (cf. Wolf, Cur. V. 387, sqq.). Chr. Fr. Schmidt, Krit. Untersuch. 
ob d. Offenb. Joh. ein achtes gottliches Buch sei. 1771. 8vo. The same, 
Historia antiqua et vindicatio Canonis sacri. 1775. 8vo. p. 468, sqq. J. Fr. 
Reuss, Diss. de auctore apocalypseos. 1767. 4to. The same, Vertheid. d. 
Offenb. Joh. gegen Hrn. Dr. Semler. 1772. 8vo. Fr. A. Knittel, Beitrage 
z. Kritik ub. Joh. Offenb. 1773. 4to. Liiderwald, Bemtihungen zur grindl. 
Beurtheil. u. Erkenntniss d. Offenb. Johannis. 1788. 2 Thle. 8vo. (Hart- 
wig) Apologie d. Apok. wider falschen Tadel u. falsches Lob. 1781-83. 
4 Thle. 8vo. Storr, Neue Apologie der Offenb. Joh. 1783. 8vo. The 
same, Ueb. den Zweck der evang. Gesch. u. der Brr. Johannis. 1786. 8vo. 
pp. 70, ff., 83,103. Kleuker, Ueb. d. Urspr. u. Zweck d. Offenb. Joh. 1799. 
Lange, Schr. d. Joh. 1.§ V. Hiénlein, Schmidt, Evchhorn, Hug, Feilmoser, 
Bertholdt, in their Einl., Guerike, Beitr. (the hypothesis of the Presb. John) 
Einl., Olshausen, Nachweis d. Echtheit, &c. E. Guil. Kolthoff, Apocal. 
Joanni Ap. vindicata. Hafn. 1834. Conr. Dannemann, Wer ist d. Verf. 
d. Offenb. Joh. Hannov. 1841. Cf. also Meyer, in Stud. und Kr. 1832. 
p- 600, f. 


THE END. 
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